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FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT 


ON  THE 


REVISED  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

AND 

"NATIONWIDE"  SECTION  4(F)  EVALUATIONS 


The  Federal  Highway  Administration  has  determined  that  this 
project  will  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  human  environment. 
This  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  is  based  on  the  attached 
Summary  of  Final  Coordination,  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f) 
Evaluations,  and  input  from  past  public  meetings  held  to  discuss  the 
PROJECT.  This  finding  has  been  independently  evaluated  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  and  determined  to  adeouately  and 
accurately  discuss  the  need,  environmental  issues  and  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project  and  appropriate  mitigation  measures.  it 
provides  sufficient  evidence  and  analysis  for  determining  that  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  not  required.  The  Federal 
Highway  Administration  takes  full  responsibility  for  the  accuracy, 

SCOPE  AND  content  OF  THE  SUMMARY  OF  FINAL  COORDINATION  AND  ITS 

Attachments.  ^---^  ^ 
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Summary  of  Final  Coordination 

MISSOURI  RIVER  -  CRAIG 
BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 

This  document  summarizes  the  final  coordination  activities  undertaken  by  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  to  complete  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  and 
"Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for  the  proposed  Missouri  River  -  Craig  Bridge  project. 
This  document  contains  necessary  revisions  to  the  EA  previously  distributed  during  September 
2001.  The  scope  of  the  proposed  bridge  replacement  project  remains  unchanged  from  that 
described  in  the  initial  EA;  however,  MDT  has  determined  the  disposition  of  the  old  Craig 
Bridge. 

Publishing  this  Summary  of  Final  Coordination  affords  MDT  the  opportunity  to:  (1)  respond  to 
comments  on  the  EA  received  at  the  October  2001  public  hearing  and  during  the  public 
availability  and  review  period;  (2)  enhance  the  EA  by  providing  current  information  about  the 
proposal;  and  (3)  circulate  revised  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  forms  for  the  project  ' 
clarifying  the  effects  to  the  historic  bridge  and  to  the  Craig  Fishing  Access  Site  (FAS). 

Notice  of  Public  Availability  of  EA 

The  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION  (FHWA)  approved  the  EA  and  "Nationwide" 
Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for  the  Missouri  River-Craig  project  for  public  availability  on  August  ' 
27,2001.  ■  ' 

Notices  indicating  the  EA  and  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for  the  project  were         •  ' , 
available  for  review  and  comment  were  published  in  the  Helena  Independent  Record  and  the 
Great  Falls  Tribune  on  September  9,  2001.  Since  the  time,  date,  and  location  for  a  public  hearing 
on  the  project  had  not  yet  been  established,  the  initial  notice  advised  the  public  that  a  future 
advertisement  for  the  public  hearing  would  be  made  by  MDT.  Copies  of  the  notice  of  the  EA's 
availability  as  published  in  these  newspapers  are  provided  as  Attachments  1  and  2. 

Copies  of  the  EA  were  mailed  to  all  agencies  and  persons  on  the  Circulation  List  during  the 
week  of  September  3-7,  2001.  A  transmittal  letter  from  Robert  Peccia  &  Associates  (the  firm 
that  prepared  the  EA  for  MDT)  was  included  with  each  EA  document.  The  letter  advised  those  , 
receiving  the  document  that  comments  on  the  EA  were  due  by  October  8,  2001. 

MDT  made  copies  of  the  EA  available  for  public  review  beginning  September  9,  2001  at  the 
following  locations: 

Lewis  and  Clark  Library  Great  Falls  Public  Library,  Great  Falls  ;  , 

120  S.  Last  Chance  Gulch  301  2nd  Ave  N 

Helena,  MT  Great  Falls,  MT 
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Hookers  Bar  and  Grill 
105  Bridge  Street 
Craig,  MT 


Lewis  and  Clark  County  Commissioners  Office 


316  North  Park 
Helena,  MT 


'I 


MDT  Environmental  Services 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  MT 


Robert  Peccia  &  Associates 
825  Custer  Avenue       ^  ^ 
Helena,  MT 


The  notice  of  availability  also  advised  the  public  that  the  EA  document  could  be  viewed  on 
Robert  Peccia  &  Associates' Internet  website  (www.rpa-hln.com)  beginning  September  9,  2001. 

Following  the  publication  of  the  notice  and  distribution  of  the  EA,  MDT  received  a  telephone 
request  for  a  copy  of  the  EA  from  Jeff  Erickson  of  Helena.  Robert  Peccia  &  Associates  (RPA) 
sent  Mr.  Erickson  a  copy  of  the  EA  on  September  27,  2001. 

Jim  Range,  a  citizen  interested  in  the  project  also  contacted  MDT  for  a  copy  of  the  EA.  A  copy 
of  the  EA  was  mailed  to  Mr.  Range  by  RPA  on  October  24,  2001.  Due  to  mail  distribution 
problems  experienced  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  area  after  the  events  of  September  11,  RPA  was 
concerned  that  Mr.  Range  may  not  receive  the  EA  by  MDT's  comments  due  date.  RPA  contacted 
Mr.  Range's  workplace  in  Washington,  D.C.  for  a  fax  number  and  subsequently  sent  a  message 
indicating  the  EA  could  be  viewed  on  the  Internet. 

Public  Hearing  Notice 

MDT  published  an  advertisement  for  a  Public  Hearing  on  the  Missouri  River-Craig  EA  project  in 
the  Helena  Independent  Record  and  Great  Falls  Tribune  on  September  23,  2001.  The  notice 
provided  the  date,  time,  and  location  for  the  public  hearing  and  stated  that  comments  on  the  EA 
were  due  by  November  2,  2001.  This  extension  to  the  public  comment  period  was  needed 
because  of  difficulties  in  scheduling  a  public  hearing  close  to  the  original  "comments  due"  date 
of  October  8.  The  notice  also  listed  where  copies  of  the  EA  could  be  viewed  or  how  a  copy  of  the 
document  could  be  obtained.  ,  . 

Attachment  3  shows  the  public  hearing  notice  as  published  in  the  Helena  Independent  Record. 

October  24,  2001  Public  Hearing  on  the  EA 

On  Wednesday,  October  24,  2001,  MDT  held  a  public  hearing  to  receive  comments  on  the  EA 
and  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  this  proposed  project.  The  hearing  took  place  at  the 
Craig  Elementary  School  in  Craig  and  began  at  7:00  p.m.  The  primary  purposes  of  the  hearing 
were  to  discuss  the  document's  findings  and  obtain  oral  and  written  comments  on  the  EA  from 
the  public.  John  Robinson  of  MDT  moderated  the  meeting.  MDT  tape-recorded  the  proceedings 
and  Comments  made  at  the  meeting.  Attendance  was  estimated  to  be  approximately  16  persons 
not  including  including  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  MDT  and  RPA  personnel.  Sign-in  sheets, 
comment  forms,  and  other  project  information  (including  a  Project  Information  Newsletter  were 
available  to  those  present  (see  Attachment  4). 
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The  meeting  convened  shortly  after  7:00  p.m.  and  was  opened  with  remarks  by  Eric  Griffin, 
Lewis  &  Clark  County  Public  Works  Director.  Mr.  Griffin  discussed  the  history  of  Lewis  & 
Clark  County's  bridge  program  and  specifically  mentioned  the  County's  bridge  replacement 
efforts  since  1997.  With  respect  to  the  Craig  Bridge,  Mr.  Griffin  noted  that  maintenance  of  the 
structure  is  becoming  prohibitively  expensive,  its  safety  was  not  secure,  and  it  no  longer  meets 
the  demands  of  increasing  traffic  at  this  crossing. 

Dan  Norderud  of  RPA  spoke  next  about  the  EA  process  and  the  conclusions  reached  as  a  result 
of  work  on  the  EA.  Mr.  Norderud  discussed  the  alternatives  considered  for  the  project  and  why 
MDT  chose  the  preferred  alternative  identified  in  the  EA.  He  also  discussed  the  project's 
potential  impacts  on  water  resources,  transportation,  right-of-way,  utilities,  cultural  resources, 
historic  and  recreational  properties  and  visual  resources. 

Bob  Modrow,  an  MDT  bridge  engineer,  addressed  the  changes  in  the  conceptual  design  of  the 
bridge  since  May  2000.  He  also  described  aspects  of  the  preliminary  bridge  design  including 
road  width,  bridge  width,  shoulder  width,  and  sidewalk  width.  Mr.  Modrow  also  discussed  the 
span  arrangement  for  the  bridge,  its  pier  alignment  and  aesthetic  treatments.  Mr.  Modrow  said 
the  schedule  for  bridge  construction  would  be  likely  begin  in  2003  and  the  cost  for  the  project 
would  be  about  $3.55  million. 

Joe  Kolman  of  MDT  discussed  the  agency's  efforts  to  find  an  adopting  party/parties  for  the  old 
bridge.  He  told  the  audience  that  an  individual  had  approached  MDT  to  adopt  one  span  of  the 
bridge  and  that  a  group  from  Helena  wanted  to  adopt  the  structure  in  place.  Mr.  Kolman 
explained  that  the  group  did  not  provide  an  acceptable  plan  or  demonstrate  their  financial 
abilities  to  adopt  the  old  bridge.  Mr.  Kolman  mentioned  that  an  $80,000  bond  and  sufficient 
liability  insurance  would  be  necessary  for  the  bridge  adoption.  Although  aware  of  the  public 
hearing,  no  one  from  the  group  attended  the  October  24,  2001  public  hearing. 

Comments  heard  from  the  public  at  the  hearing  included  the  following: 

■  Patsy  O'Connell  of  Craig  wanted  to  know  who  was  on  the  historic  bridge  group. 
Joe  Kolman  answered  that  the  group  consisted  of  Wilbur  Rehmann  and  a  few 
others  from  Helena. 

■  Pat  O'Connell  of  Craig  said  he  talked  with  Mr.  Rehmann,  who  said  there  were 
only  two  others  in  the  group,  including  one  from  Craig.  Mr.  O'Connell  mentioned 
he  does  not  believe  anyone  from  Craig  is  in  the  group. 

■  Patsy  O'Connell  expressed  her  concern  for  the  amount  of  trash  going  in  the  river 
because  of  the  removal  of  the  garbage  cans  from  the  fishing  access  site.  She  also 
wanted  to  know  if  the  alignment  of  the  new  bridge  would  be  changed  if  the 
existing  bridge  were  removed. 

■  Russ  Romm  was  concerned  with  the  safety  of  the  railroad  crossing  area.  Bob 
Modrow  assured  him  that  the  safety  measures  in  place  for  this  crossing  would  not 
change. 


FC-3 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


■  Representatives  from  the  Sterling  Ranch  were  concerned  that  the  EA  referred  to 
the  road  on  the  east  side  of  the  Missouri  River  as  the  "Recreation  Road."  They 
requested  that  this  road  be  properly  identified  as  the  "Craig  Frontage  Road." 

On  a  related  matter,  Joyce  Sterling  Blackman  of  the  Sterling  Ranch  Company,  contacted  MDT 
and  asked  the  Department  to  consider  a  sign  change  on  1-15.  The  request  involved  changing  signs 
along  1-15  to  reference  "Old  US  91"  instead  of  Recreation  Road  and  was  made  due  to  concerns 
over  misdirected  traffic  and  the  encouragement  of  trespassing  on  private  lands  along  the  Missouri 
River. 

MDT's  sign  committee  considered  the  Ms.  Sterling  Blackman's  request  but  determined  such  a 
change  could  potentially  create  on  businesses  along  the  route  that  depend  on  recreational  traffic. 
MDT  also  had  concerns  about  public  reactions  to  such  a  change  and  the  cost  (estimated  to  be 
more  than  $1 1,000)  required  to  change  sixteen  signs  along  1-15.  After  considering  these  issues, 
MDT's  sign  committee  decided  not  to  change  existing  highway  signing.  Joyce  Sterling  Blackman 
was  informed  of  this  decision  on  February  15,  2002  in  a  letter  from  Michael  P.  Johnson,  MDT's 
Great  Falls  District  Administrator. 

Written  Comments  Received  on  the  EA  and  MDTs  Responses 

MDT  received  three  (3)  written  comments  on  the  EA  and  Nationwide  Programmatic  Section  4(f) 
Evaluations  for  the  proposed  Missouri  River  -  Craig  Bridge  project  during  the  public  availabihty 
and  review  period.  The  following  comments  were  submitted  to  MDT  between  September  9, 
2001  and  November  2,  2001,  the  advertised  comment  period  for  the  EA. 

■  November  2,  2001  letter  from  Robert  Rasmussen 

■  October  24,  2001  comment  form  from  Pat  O'Connell  / 

■  October  24,  2001  comment  form  from  Sonny  Stiger  and  Beverly  Stiger 

These  comments  are  reproduced  on  the  following  pages.  Pertinent  comments  are  shown  in  bold 
and  italicized  text.  MDT's  responses  follow  each  italicized  comment.  Copies  of  the  original 
written  comments  are  provided  in  Attachment  5. 

Robert  Rasmussen's  November  2,  2001  Letter 

On  November  2,  2001,  Robert  Rasmussen  of  Helena  sent  a  letter  with  the  following  comments. 

The  proposed  design  speed  of  70  mph  seems  excessive  for  a  short  stretch  of  roadway, 
part  of  which  goes  through  the  Craig  townsite.  Seems  like  a  design  speed  of  35-40 
mph  would  be  more  appropriate,  which  may  reduce  other  design  criteria  (such  as 
driving  surface  width,  side  slopes,  r-o-w  needs,  etc.)  and  related  costs. 

The  proposed  design  speed  for  the  new  bridge  is  actually  70  kilometers  per  hour  (kmph),  rather 
than  70  miles  per  hour  (mph).  A  70  kmph  design  speed  translates  to  43.5  mph.  MDT's  design 
speeds  are  based  on  design  criteria  such  as  safety  and  anticipated  traffic  demands.  They  are  not 
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directly  related  to  the  posted  Speed  limit. 

This  proposed  project  would  not  necessarily  change  the  posted  speed  limit  for  Bridge  Street. 
Since  this  street  is  not  part  of  the  State  of  Montana  highway  system,  it  falls  under  the  authority  of 
Lewis  &  Clark  County.  According  to  Eric  Griffin,  Lewis  &  Clark  County  Public  Works 
Director,  the  County  would  implement  a  traffic  study  upon  completion  of  the  new  bridge  to 
assign  an  appropriate  speed  limit.  This  would  be  done  according  to  the  procedures  outlined  in 
Lewis  &  Clark  County's  Speed  Zone  Investigation  Policy.  The  Public  Works  Department  will 
conduct  a  speed  zone  investigation  and  recommend  necessary  changes  (if  any)  based  on  the 
results  of  the  study.  It  is  up  to  the  County  Commissioners  to  approve  or  disappove  any 
recommended  changes  in  speed  zones. 

This  section  (Traffic  and  Safety  Efficiency,  p.  11)  notes  the  lack  of  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  facilities  on  the  existing  bridge.  Given  this  current  deficiency,  it  seems  the 
project  should  effectively  address  bicycle/pedestrian  facilities. 

The  proposed  replacement  bridge  does  accommodate  bicyclists  and  pedestrians.  Figure  3-4 
(page  29)  of  the  EA  demonstrates  that  3.9-foot-wide  shoulders  would  be  included  on  the  new 
bridge.  In  addition,  a  5.2-foot-wide  sidewalk  would  be  constructed  and  equipped  with  a  hand  rail 
on  the  bridge's  south  side. 

The  typical  section  for  road  approaches  shows  paved  shoulder  widths  of  2.0  ft.,  while 
the  section  for  the  bridge  structure  shows  paved  shoulder  widths  of  3.9  ft.  Should  these 
be  consistent  to  avoid  transition  problems? 

The  design  life  of  a  bridge  considerably  exceeds  that  of  a  road.  MDT  designs  its  bridges  to  be 
slightly  wider  than  its  roads  to  accommodate  future  increased  traffic.  The  approach  road  to  this 
bridge  would  likely  be  reconstructed  over  time  to  account  for  increased  traffic  but  it  would  be 
cost-prohibitive  to  widen  a  bridge  at  a  later  date.  It's  far  more  cost-effective  to  plan  ahead  with  a 
wider  bridge  now. 

MDT  plans  to  include  a  tapered  transitional  sidewalk  section  between  the  bridge  and  the  shoulder 
of  the  approach  road  to  avoid  transition  problems. 

If  the  existing  bridge  structure  is  not  preserved  and  incorporated  as  bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities,  then  we  should  consider  wider  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  the  new  bridge 
structure.  Is  a  structural  separation  required  between  the  travel  lane  and  sidewalk? 

Structural  separation  between  the  travel  lane  and  sidewalk  is  not  required.  MDT  is  providing 
wide  shoulders  on  both  sides  of  the  new  bridge  but  a  sidewalk  only  on  the  south  side.  The 
sidewalk  was  placed  on  the  south  side  to  provide  access  to  and  from  the  fishing  access  site. 
Private  land  ownership  to  the  northeast  and  northwest  of  the  bridge  prevents  pedestrian  access 
from  a  sidewalk  on  its  north  side. 

Can  Alignment  B  be  slightly  adjusted  to  more  closely  approximate/parallel  the  existing 
bridge  alignment  (instead  of  skewing  off  the  northeast)? 
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MDT  chose  Alignment  B  because  it  meets  the  design  standards  required  for  this  project, 
minimizes  the  need  for  right-of-way  acquisition  and  optimizes  the  geometries  of  the  connection 
between  the  bridge  and  approach  road.  If  the  proposed  bridge  were  to  be  located  parallel  north  or 
south  of  the  existing  bridge,  MDT  would  be  required  to  acquire  much  more  right-of-way, 
including  residential  and  commercial  structures.  In  terms  of  geometries,  approaches  to  parallel 
bridges  would  require  "S"  curves  from  Bridge  Street  rather  than  the  direct  approach  of 
Alignment  B. 

There  is  currently  uncontrolled  access  along  Bridge  Street  in  Craig.  This  could 
contribute  to  traffic  conflicts  if  the  speed  increases  to  the  proposed  design  speed  of  43.5 
mph.  Seems  like  we  should  look  at  access  control  and  reduced  design  speed  to  mitigate 
potential  conflicts. 

The  design  speed  for  this  proposed  project  does  not  directly  affect  the  posted  speed  limit  for 
Bridge  Street.  Lewis  &  Clark  County  has  no  plans  to  change  the  posted  speed  limit  for  Bridge 
Street  at  this  time.  Moreover,  the  conditions  of  this  roadway  are  not  conducive  to  higher  speeds. 
The  railroad  crossing  and  short  distance  to  the  Interstate  15  access  ramps  certainly  help  limit 
vehicle  speeds  on  Bridge  Street.  . 

This  proposed  bridge  replacement  project  ends  at  the  railroad  crossing.  Lewis  &  Clark  County 
may  decide  to  monitor  future  traffic  use  of  Bridge  Street  to  ensure  safety. 

Though  not  intended  to  induce  growth  or  increase  trafflc,  the  project  certainly  has  that 
potential.  The  increased  structural  capacity  will  allow  heavier  and  higher  vehicles  that 
cannot  use  the  existing  bridge  structure,  therefore  increasing  trafflc  volume.  The 
increased  accessibility  can  promote  development,  unless  mitigated  through  access 
control  and  land  use  regulations. 

Land  use  changes  are  not  likely  to  occur  as  a  result  of  this  proposed  project.  The  land  on  both 
the  west  and  east  sides  of  the  bridge  is  owned  by  the  Sterling  Ranch.  Ed  Sterling,  the  owner  of 
the  ranch,  stated  his  intention  to  keep  it  in  agricultural  production. 

Improvement  of  this  bridge  would  result  in  increased  traffic  and  would  allow  more  use  by 
oversize  vehicles  since  such  vehicles  cannot  cross  the  present  bridge.  However,  the  provision  of 
a  new  bridge  at  Craig  is  expected  to  allow  traffic  at  other  river  crossings  in  the  area  to  be 
redistributed  and  to  help  make  travel  in  the  area  more  efficient,  particularly  for  oversize  vehicles. 
We  acknowledge  your  concerns  over  increased  development  in  the  general  area.  However,  access 
control  in  this  project  area  would  appear  to  be  an  ineffective  measure  given  existing  development 
patterns  in  the  Craig  townsite  and  the  probability  that  Sterling  Ranch  land  will  remain  in  its 
present  agricultural  use.  MDT  has  no  ability  to  implement  land  use  regulations. 

Pat  O'ConnelFs  Comments  (from  October  24,  2001  Hearing) 

On  October  24,  2001,  RPA  received  an  MDT  Comment  Form  from  Pat  O'Connell  of  Craig,  MT. 
The  old  bridge  sure  clutters  up  the  view  of  the  new  bridge.  If  the  old  bridge  is  removed, 
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I  would  suggest  you  put  the  sidewalk  on  the  north  side.  Looking  at  the  old  bridge 
really  improving  the  economy  in  Craig  is  hard  to  believe.  The  2  bars  would  probably 
gain  a  little.  But  Craig  can 't  grow.  Septic  a  big  problem,  Sterling  Ranch  to  the  east, 
Dearborn  Ranch  to  the  west.  Land  Reliance  to  the  south  and  river  to  the  north.  With 
the  environment  being  under  stress  from  garbage  and  septic  and  over  fishing  the  river, 
I  really  don  Y  know  who  will  gain  by  keeping  the  old  bridge  for  tourists. 

MDT  has  decided  to  remove  the  existing  Craig  Bridge  and  build  a  new  structure  following 
Alignment  B,  as  described  in  the  EA.  The  old  bridge  would  remain  in  service  during 
construction  of  the  new  structure  but  would  be  dismantled  upon  completion.  As  you  know  from 
your  attendance  at  the  public  hearing  in  Craig,  a  group  expressed  interest  in  preserving  the 
existing  bridge.  They  were  unable  to  demonstrate  the  commitments  necessary  to  adopt  and 
maintain  the  bridge.  On  November  16,  2001,  MDT  notified  the  group  that  one  span  of  the  bridge 
would  be  available  to  another  party  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  old  bridge  would  be  demolished 
if  subsequent  efforts  to  adopt  the  other  spans  are  unsuccessful.  This  past  March,  the  individual 
who  was  interested  in  adopting  one  span  of  the  bridge  notified  MDT  that  he  was  no  longer 
interested  in  using  a  part  of  the  structure. 

The  sidewalk  would  be  installed  on  the  south  side  to  provide  access  to  and  from  the  fishing 
access  site.  Private  land  ownership  to  the  northeast  and  northwest  of  the  bridge  prevents 
pedestrian  access  from  a  sidewalk  on  its  north  side. 

Sonny  and  Beverly  Stiger^s  Comments  (from  October  24,  2001  Hearing) 

Our  purpose  for  attending  the  meeting  was  to  confirm  that  the  old  bridge  would 
remain  open  for  emergency  vehicles  and  rural  mail  delivery  while  the  new  bridge  is 
under  construction. 

The  existing  bridge  would  remain  in  service  during  construction  of  the  replacement  bridge  but 
would  be  dismantled  upon  completion. 

Final  Disposition  of  the  Existing  Craig  Bridge 

The  EA  considered  several  alternatives,  including  rehabilitating  the  existing  bridge;  replacing  the 
existing  bridge  with  a  new  structure  on  its  present  alignment;  and  building  a  bridge  on  a  different 
alignment.  Building  a  new  bridge  either  upstream  or  downstream  of  the  existing  bridge 
presented  MDT  and  Lewis  and  Clark  County  with  the  options  of  either  removing  the  structure  or 
allowing  an  interested  party  or  parties  to  adopt  and  preserve  it  in  place.  Although  not  certain,  it 
appeared  likely  at  the  time  the  EA  was  written  that  the  old  structure  would  be  adopted  in  place. 

Since  the  EA  was  distributed,  the  fate  of  the  old  bridge  has  been  determined.  MDT's  proposed 
action  is  to  build  a  new  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  on  an  alignment  immediately 
downstream  from  the  existing  structure  and  to  remove  the  old  Craig  Bridge.  This  action  was 
selected  because  it  best  addresses  the  projected  traffic  demands  for  the  road;  minimizes  impacts 
to  the  Craig  Fishing  Access  Site  and  other  adjacent  land  uses;  improves  sight  distance  at  the 
crossing;  and  allows  the  existing  bridge  to  be  in  service  during  construction  of  the  new  bridge. 
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The  EA  indicated  that  as  a  result  of  advertising  for  the  adoption  of  the  bridge,  one  individual  had 
indicated  a  willingness  to  adopt  one  span  of  the  old  bridge  for  use  on  a  nearby  ranch. 
Additionally,  the  EA  disclosed  that  a  group  interested  in  preserving  the  old  bridge  had  contacted 
MDT  and  asserted  they  had  sufficient  funds,  interest  and  other  resources  available  to  preserve  the 
bridge  but  needed  requested  additional  time  to  work  out  the  details  of  assuming  liability  for  the 
old  bridge.  After  discussing  the  proposal  to  adopt  the  structure  in-place  with  the  individual 
wishing  to  adopt  a  portion  of  the  bridge  (Hart  Baitis),  it  was  agreed  that  the  group  should  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  fully  develop  a  plan  to  adopt  the  structure.  However,  Mr.  Baitis  asked 
that  his  request  be  held  until  it  could  be  determined  whether  or  not  the  entire  bridge  could  be 
preserved  in-place. 

On  March  23,  2001,  MDT  sent  the  spokesperson  for  the  group  (Wilbur  Rehmann)  a  letter 
requesting  additional  information  about  their  plan  for  preserving  and  maintaining  the  bridge  and 
included  a  deadline  of  April  27,  2001  for  a  response.  The  group  did  not  reply  by  the  deadline  and 
repeated  requests  with  new  deadlines  were  made  to  Mr.  Rehmann.  MDT  received  a  letter  from 
Mr.  Rehmann  dated  August  28,  2001  indicating  progress  the  Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group  had 
made  towards  preserving  the  bridge.  The  letter  stated  that  the  group  had  obtained  a  commitment 
for  a  $40,000  donation,  submitted  a  grant  application  to  the  County  for  CTEP  funding,  met  with 
individuals  in  Craig  supportive  of  saving  the  bridge.  The  letter  also  indicated  the  group  planned 
to  conduct  a  meeting  in  Craig  to  discuss  preservation  of  the  old  bridge. 

MDT  held  a  public  hearing  on  this  proposed  project  on  October  24,  2001.  There  were  no 
representatives  of  the  group  present  even  though  advance  notice  of  the  hearing  had  been  made 
and  an  opportunity  to  discuss  bridge  preservation  was  extended  by  MDT.  Comments  made  at  the 
meeting  by  residents  of  Craig  indicated  that  the  group  had  not  held  a  meeting  prior  to  MDT's 
public  hearing  and  had  little  contact  with  local  residents  to  discuss  their  proposal.  The  Lewis  and 
Clark  County  Commissioner  present  at  the  hearing  was  also  unaware  of  any  application  for 
CTEP  funding  for  the  preservation  effort. 

On  October  26,  2001,  MDT  sent  Mr.  Rehmann  a  memo  requesting  specific  information  about 
bridge  adoption  plans  and  set  a  final  deadline  of  November  7,  2001  for  a  response.  MDT  still 
received  no  response  to  this  request  or  telephone  messages  left  for  Mr.  Rehmann.  Therefore,  a 
decision  was  made  on  November  16,  2001  to  award  one  span  of  the  bridge  to  Mr.  Baitis  and  have 
the  contractor  remove  and  demolish  the  remainder  of  the  structure.  On  November  19,  2001, 
MDT  sent  Mr.  Rehmann  a  letter  notifying  the  Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group  of  the  final  decision 
on  the  disposition  of  the  old  bridge. 

Following  this  decision,  MDT  attempted  to  find  new  owners  for  the  remaining  portion  of  the  old 
bridge  by  advertising  that  two  spans  of  the  structure  are  eligible  for  adoption.  The  remaining 
spans  were  advertised  for  adoption  in  the  Helena  Independent  Record  and  the  Great  Falls 
Tribune,  through  public  service  announcements  aired  on  Helena-Great  Falls  area  AM  and  FM 
radio  stations,  and  on  MDT's  Internet  Home  Page.  The  bridge  spans  were  advertised  for  adoption 
for  45  days  beginning  on  January  15,  2002.  MDT  did  not  receive  any  interest  from  parties  willing 
to  adopt  the  remaining  two  spans  of  the  bridge. 

On  March  19,  2002,  Mr.  Baitis  notified  MDT  that  he  was  no  longer  interested  in  adopting  one- 
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span  of  the  bridge  since  he  felt  it  was  too  long  to  move  to  his  ranch.  Therefore,  unless  an 
adopting  party  is  found  before  the  new  structure  is  built,  the  old  bridge  would  be  demolished  and 
salvaged. 

Copies  of  correspondence  and  other  materials  relevant  to  adoption  efforts  for  the  old  bridge  can 
be  found  in  Attachment  6. 

Pier  Configuration  for  New  Bridge 

MDT  advanced  its  preliminary  design  for  the  new  bridge  with  the  possibility  that  the  old  bridge 
would  remain  in  place.  This  required  MDT  to  develop  a  design  that  ensured  the  piers  for  the  new 
structure  "lined  up"  with  those  of  the  existing  bridge  to  avoid  undesirable  turbulence,  backwater, 
and  scour  conditions  in  the  river  channel.  .  . 

Since  the  old  bridge  would  be  removed,  making  sure  the  piers  for  the  new  structure  line  up 
exactly  with  those  of  the  old  bridge  is  no  longer  a  major  design  concern.  With  this  design 
constraint  eliminated,  MDT  can  modify  their  proposed  design  so  the  pier  configuration  for  the 
new  bridge  is  more  hydraulically  efficient  within  the  river  channel.  MDT's  new  pier 
configuration  would  likely  be  more  cost-effective  and  more  compatible  with  recreational  floating 
and  the  use  of  the  Craig  FAS. 

l\/litigation  for  Adverse  Effects  to  the  Historic  Craig  Bridge 

The  EA  stated  that  the  proposed  action  would  have  an  adverse  effect  to  the  Craig  Bridge  if  the 
historic  bridge  were  moved  to  another  location  or  demolished  and  salvaged  because  the  setting 
for  the  bridge  would  be  changed  or  the  structure  and  its  important  features  would  be  permanently 
lost.  For  this  reason,  MDT  and  the  FHWA  notified  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  (ACHP)  that  the  proposed  action  would  have  an  adverse  effect  to  the  historic  .,, 
bridge.  MDT  was  obligated  to  consult  with  the  ACHP  and  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Ofhce  (SHPO)  and  develop  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  stipulating 
the  measures  to  be  implemented  to  account  for  the  effect  to  the  historic  bridge. 

In  February  2002,  MDT  asked  if  the  ACHP  wanted  to  be  involved  in  the  development  of  the 
MOA.  The  ACHP  requested  additional  information  about  the  project  from  MDT,  but  ultimately 
declined  to  be  involved  in  the  preparation  of  the  MOA.  In  March  2002,  the  MOA  was  sent  to 
SHPO  for  their  concurrence.  The  FHWA  signed  the  MOA  implementing  measures  to  account  for 
the  adverse  effects  to  the  historic  bridge  on  April  10,  2002.  To  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  to  the 
old  bridge,  MDT  has  agreed  to  implement  several  measures  including: 

1)  documentation  of  the  Craig  Bridge  to  Historic  American  Building  Survey/Historic 
American  Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER)  standards; 

2)  periodically  advertising  the  bridge  for  adoption  until  the  new  structure  is  built;  and 

3)  installation  of  an  interpretive  marker  at  the  Craig  FAS  describing  the  history  and 
significance  of  the  Craig  Bridge. 

A  copy  of  the  signed  MOA  specifying  measures  to  be  implemented  as  mitigation  for  adverse 
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effects  to  the  historic  Craig  Bridge  is  provided  with  Attachment  7. 

Final  Impact  Determination  for  Craig  Fishing  Access  Site 

The  EA  and  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  distributed  in  September  2001  showed  that  the 
construction  of  a  new  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  at  Craig  would  impact  land  owned  by  the 
Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks  (MDFWP)  at  the  Craig  Fishing  Access  Site 
(FAS).  The  EA  stated  that  the  proposed  bridge  project  would  encroach  on  0.04  hectares  (0.10 
acres)  or  less  of  the  FAS  property. 

Since  the  EA,  MDT  modified  its  preliminary  designs  for  the  west  approach  to  the  bridge  slightly 
and  preliminary  Right-of-Way  plans  have  been  developed  for  the  project.  According  to  the 
preliminary  plans,  the  right-of-way  needed  for  this  project  would  encroach  on  0.054  hectares 
(0.13  acres)  of  the  Craig  FAS  property. 

On  December  13,  2001,  MDT  sent  a  letter  to  David  D.  Todd,  MDFWP's  Region  4  Parks 
Manager,  advising  him  of  the  minor  change  in  the  area  of  encroachment  on  the  FAS.  The  letter 
reiterated  the  types  of  impacts  likely  to  occur  at  the  FAS  and  to  its  users.  MDT  requested  the 
MDFWP's  concurrence  with  conclusions  about  the  potential  effects  to  the  Craig  FAS  and  its 
users  and  with  the  mitigation  proposed  for  the  minor  use  of  land  from  the  recreation  site.  A  copy 
of  a  letter  indicating  MDFWP's  concurrence  is  provided  with  Attachment  8. 

Revised  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  Forms 

Modifications  to  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  form  for  the  Craig  Bridge  (24LC129) 
are  required  to  indicate  the  proposed  project  would  have  an  adverse  effect  to  the  historic  bridge, 
to  discuss  agency  coordination,  and  describe  mitigation  measures.  The  revised  "Nationwide" 
Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  the  Craig  Bridge  has  been  included  as  Attachment  7  to  this 
document.  -> ; 

Minor  changes  to  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  form  for  the  Craig  FAS  are  also 
needed  to  reflect  a  change  in  the  area  of  encroachment  on  the  recreation  site  and  MDT's  final 
coordination  efforts  with  MDFWP.  The  revised  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  the 
Craig  FAS  has  been  included  as  Attachment  8. 

Modifications  made  to  each  form  have  been  highlighted  through  the  use  of  shading. 

Other  Necessary  Changes  to  the  EA 

Together  with  the  EA  distributed  in  September  2001,  this  Summary  of  Final  Coordination  (with 
all  its  attachments),  constitute  the  Revised  EA  and  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for  the 
Missouri  River-Craig  project.  The  attached  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI)  was  made 
based  on  the  information  provided  in  MDT's  initial  EA  and  this  Summary  of  Final  Coordination. 
The  following  specific  changes  should  be  made  to  the  EA  previously  distributed  based  on 
comments  received  by  MDT. 
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Various  Pages  " 

In  response  to  a  comment  heard  at  the  October  24,  2001  Pubhc  Hearing,  all  references  to  the 
"Recreation  Road"  in  the  EA  should  be  revised  to  the  "Craig  Frontage  Road  or  Old  US  91." 
References  to  the  Recreation  Road  appear  on  following  pages  of  the  EA  distributed  in  September 
2001:  1,  3,  8,  10,  13,  16,  18,  25,  33,  36,  56,  64,  66,  69,  70,  and  72. 

Page  5 

The  name  of  the  road  identified  on  Figure  1-2:  Project  Location  Map  as  the  "Recreation  Road" 
should  be  changed  to  the  Craig  Frontage  Road  or  Old  US  91. 

Page  17 

The  road  identified  on  Figure  3-2:  Location  Alternatives  as  the  "Recreation  Road"  should  be 
changed  to  the  Craig  Frontage  Road  or  Old  US  91. 

Page  25  •  : 

Under  2.  Description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  New  Right-of-Way  Acquisition,  the  first 
sentence  of  the  paragraph  should  be  revised  to  read: 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  require  an  estimated  1.71  hectares  (ha)  or  (4.21  acres) 
of  new  right-of-way  from  private  lands  where  approaches  to  the  new  bridge  would  be 
constructed.  Additionally,  an  easement  on  0.83  ha  (2.08  acres)  of  the  Missouri  River  bed 
must  be  obtained  from  the  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation. 

Page  30 

Under  2.  Description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  Disposition  of  the  Existing  Bridge,  the 

last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  should  deleted  and  the  following  new  paragraphs  added  to 
provide  the  most  current  information  about  the  fate  of  the  old  bridge: 

On  March  23,  2001,  MDT  sent  the  spokesperson  for  the  group  (Wilbur  Rehmann)  a  letter 
requesting  additional  information  about  their  plan  for  preserving  and  maintaining  the 
bridge  and  included  a  deadline  of  April  27,  2001  for  a  response.  The  group  did  not  reply 
by  the  deadline  and  repeated  requests  with  new  deadlines  were  made  to  Mr.  Rehmann. 
MDT  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Rehmann  dated  August  28,  2001  indicating  progress  the 
Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group  had  made  towards  preserving  the  bridge.  The  letter  stated 
that  the  group  had  obtained  a  commitment  for  a  $40,000  donation,  submitted  a  grant 
application  to  the  County  for  CTEP  funding,  met  with  individuals  in  Craig  supportive  of 
saving  the  bridge.  The  letter  also  indicated  the  group  planned  to  conduct  a  meeting  in 
Craig  to  discuss  preservation  of  the  old  bridge. 
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MDT  held  a  public  hearing  on  this  proposed  project  on  October  24,  2001.  There  were  no 
representatives  of  the  group  present  even  though  advance  notice  of  the  hearing  had  been 
made  and  an  opportunity  to  discuss  bridge  preservation  was  extended  by  MDT. 
Comments  made  at  the  meeting  by  residents  of  Craig  indicated  that  the  group  had  not 
held  a  meeting  prior  to  MDT's  public  hearing  and  had  little  contact  with  local  residents  to 
discuss  their  proposal.  The  Lewis  and  Clark  County  Commissioner  present  at  the  hearing 
was  also  unaware  of  any  application  for  CTEP  funding  for  the  preservation  effort. 

On  October  26,  2001,  MDT  sent  Mr.  Rehmann  a  memo  requesting  specific  information 
about  bridge  adoption  plans  and  set  a  final  deadline  of  November  7,  2001  for  a  response. 
MDT  still  received  no  response  to  this  request  or  telephone  messages  left  for  Mr. 
Rehmann.  Therefore,  a  decision  was  made  on  November  16,  2001  to  award  one  span  of 
the  bridge  to  Mr.  Baitis  and  have  the  contractor  remove  and  demolish  the  remainder  of 
the  structure.  On  November  19,  2001,  MDT  sent  Mr.  Rehmann  a  letter  notifying  the 
Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group  of  the  decision  made  regarding  the  old  bridge. 

Following  this  decision,  MDT  attempted  to  find  new  owners  for  the  remaining  portion  of 
the  old  bridge  by  advertising  that  two  spans  of  the  structure  are  eligible  for  adoption.  The 
remaining  spans  were  advertised  for  adoption  in  the  Helena  Independent  Record  and  the 
Great  Falls  Tribune,  in  public  service  announcements  aired  on  Helena-Great  Falls  area 
AM  and  FM  radio  stations,  and  on  MDT's  Internet  Home  Page.  The  bridge  spans  were 
advertised  for  adoption  for  45  days  beginning  on  January  15,  2002.  MDT  did  not  receive 
any  interest  from  parties  willing  to  adopt  the  remaining  two  spans  of  the  bridge. 

On  March  19,  2002,  Mr.  Baitis  notified  MDT  that  he  was  no  longer  interested  in  adopting 
one-span  of  the  bridge  since  he  felt  it  was  too  long  to  move  to  his  ranch.  Therefore,  unless 
an  adopting  party  is  found  before  the  new  structure  is  built,  the  old  bridge  will  be 
demolished  and  salvaged.  .     v  . 

Page  55 

Under  2.  Right-of-Way  and  Utilities  Impacts,  Impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  first 
sentence  of  the  paragraph  should  be  revised  to  read: 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  require  an  estimated  1.71  hectares  (ha)  or  (4.21  acres) 
of  new  right-of-way  from  private  lands  where  approaches  to  the  new  bridge  would  be 
constructed. 

The  following  sentence  should  be  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  under  2.  Right-of-Way 
and  Utilities  Impacts,  Impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

An  easement  on  0.83  ha  (2.08  acres)  of  the  Missouri  River  bed  must  be  obtained  from  the 
DNRC. 
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Page  60 


Under  5.  Economic  Impacts,  Impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  first  sentence  of  the 
second  full  paragraph  on  the  page  should  be  revised  to  read: 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  require  about  1.71  ha  (4.21  acres)  of  new  right-of-way 
from  adjacent  private  landowners. 

Page  88 

The  following  persons  should  be  added  to  the  EA  mailing  list. 


Jim  Range 
Baker  Donaldson 
555  nth  StNW 
6th  Floor 


Jeff  Erickson 
737  5th  Avenue 
Helena,  MT  59602 


Washington,  DC  20004 
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Attachments 


The  following  items  are  provided  as  attachments  to  this  Summary  of  Final  Coordination. 


Attachment  1 


Attachment  2 


September  9,  2001  Notice  of  Public  Availability  of  EA  from  Helena 
Independent  Record. 

September  9,  2001  Notice  of  Public  Availability  of  EA  from  Great  Falls 
Tribune.  ;  ,  i  .  .. 


Attachment  3 


September  23,  2001  Notice  of  Public  Hearing  from  Helena  Independent 
Record. 


Attachment  4 


Attachment  5 


Attachment  6 


Attachment  7 


Attachment  8 


Missouri  River-Craig  Bridge  Project  Newsletter,  October  2001  and  Public 
Hearing  Sign-In  Sheet  from  October  24,  2001 

Written  comments  received  on  EA.  -        !  : 

■  November  2,  2001  letter  from  Robert  Rasmussen  ^ 

■  October  24,  2001  comment  form  from  Pat  O' Council 

■  October  24,  2001  comment  form  from  Sonny  and  Beverly  Stiger 

Correspondence  Relevant  to  Adoption  Attempts  for  the  Craig  Bridge. 

■  August  28,  2001  letter  from  Wilbur  Rehman  to  Joe  Kolman 

■  November  16,  2001  MDT  Memo  from  Joe  Kolman  summarizing 
adoption  and  preservation  efforts  and  a  decision  on  the  Craig  Bridge. 

■  November  19,  2001  letter  from  Joe  Kolman  to  Wilbur  Rehmann. 

■  January  20,  2002  adoption  announcement  from  Helena 
Independent  Record. 

Revised  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  Craig  Bridge  (24LC129) 

■  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  for  Missouri  River  -Craig. 

Revised  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  Craig  FAS. 

■  December  13,  2001  letter  from  Jean  A.  Riley  to  David  D.  Todd  of 
MDFWP  requesting  concurrence  with  Section  4(f)  Evaluation. 
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BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


ATTACHMENT  1 :  September  9,  2001  Notice  of  Public 

Availability  of  EA  from  Helena  Independent 
Record 


NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  AVAILABILITY 
MISSOURI  RIVER-CRAIG  BRIDGE 

REPLACEMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 
recently  published  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  and 
prepared  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for  the  Missouri 
River-Craig  project,  also  known  as  Project  Number  BR  9025 
(1 5).  These  documents  are  now  available  for  review  and  comment. 

The  proposed  project  would  construct  a  new  bridge 
over  the  Missouri  River  at  Craig  and  rebuild  sections  of  the 
County  Road  immediately  east  and  west  of  the  new  structure. 
The  new  bridge  would  be  built  just  downstream  from  the  existing 
Craig  Bridge.  At  this  time,  the  existing  bridge  would  likely  remain 
in-place  and  be  adopted  by  an  interested  party.  The  new  bridge 
would  be  designed  to  accommodate  two-way  vehicle  traffic, 
pedestrian  and  bicyclist  travel,  and  handle  all  legal  loads.  Copies 
of  the  EA  are  available  for  review  at  several  locations  including: 

Lewis  and  Clark  Library,  Helena 

Great  Falls  Public  Library,  Great  Falls 

MDT  Environmental  Services,  Helena 

Lewis  &  Clark  County  Commissioners  Office,  Helena 

Hookers  Bar  and  Grill,  Craig 

Robert  Peccia  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Helena  - 

To  request  a  copy  of  the  EA,  contact  MDT's  Environmental 
Services,  P.O.  box  201001,  Helena,  MT  59620-1001,  phone 
(406)  444-7632.  The  EA  may  also  be  viewed  on  Robert  Picas  & 
;^  Associates  website  at  www.rpa-hln.com. 

MDT  solicits  your  written  comments  on  the  EA  and 
intends  to  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the  project.  MDT  has  not 
yet  set  a  date  for  the  public  hearing;  however,  notification  of 
the  date,  time,  and  location  for  the  hearing  will  be  made  at 
least  15  days  prior  to  the  meeting.  Written  comments  must  be 
sent  to  Terry  L.  Yarger,  P.E.,  MDT  Environmental  Services,  2701 

h  Prospect  Avenue,  P.O.  Box  201001,  Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

■iby  OCTOBER  8,  2001. 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


ATTACHMENT  2:  September  9,  2001  Notice  of  Public 

Availability  of  EA  from  Great  Falls  Tribune 


NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  AVAILABILITY 

MISSOURI  RIVER  -  CRAIG  BRIDGE 

REPLACEMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 
recently  published  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  and 
prepared  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for  the  Missouri 
River-Craig  project,  also  known  as  Project  Number  BR  9025  (1 5). 
These  documents  are  now  available  for  review  and  comment. 

The  proposed  project  would  construct  a  new  bridge  over 
the  Missouri  River  at  Craig  and  rebuild  sections  of  the  County 
Road  immediately  east  and  west  of  the  new  structure.  The  new 
bridge  would  be  built  just  downstream  from  the  existing  Craig 
Bridge.  At  this  time,  the  existing  bridge  would  likely  remain  in- 
place  and  be  adopted  by  an  interested  party.  The  new  bridge 
would  be  designed  to  accommodate  two-way  vehicle  traffic, 
pedestrian  and  bicyclist  travel,  and  handle  all  legal  loads.  Copies 
of  the  EA  are  available  for  review  at  several  locations: 

i  .  "  ■ 

Lewis  and  Clark  Library,  Helena 

Great  Fails  Public  Library,  Great  Falls 

MDT  Environmental  Services,  Helena 

Lewis  and  Clark  County  Commissioners  Office,  Helena 

Hookers  Bar  and  Grill,  Craig 

Robert  Peccia  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Helena 

To  request  a  copy  of  the  EA,  contact  MDT's 
Environmental  Services,  P.O.  Box  201001,  Helena,  MT  59620- 
1 001 ,  phone  (406)  444-7632.  The  EA  may  also  be  viewed  on 
Robert  Peccia  &  Associates  website  at  www.rpa-hin.com. 

MDT  solicits  your  written  comments  on  the  EA  and 
intends  to  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the  project.  MDT  has  not  yet 
set  a  date  for  the  public  hearing;  however,  notification  of  the 
date,  time,  and  location  for  the  hearing  will  be  made  at  least 
15  days  prior  to  the  meeting.  Written  comments  must  be  sent 
to  Terry  L.  Yarger,  P.E.,  MDT  Environmental  Services,  2701 
Prospect  Avenue,  RO.  Box  201001,  Helena,  MT  59620-1001  by 
OCTOBER  8.  2001. 
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BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


ATTACHMENT  3:  September  23,  2001  Notice  of  Public 

Hearing  from  Helena  Independent  Record 


r 


3^   Public  Hearing  on  the  Environmental  Assessment  for 
^  the  Missouri  River  Bridge  at  Craig,  Montana 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  invites  you  to  a  public  hearing  to  explain  the  findings 
and  take  public  comment  on  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  and  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluations  for 
the  replacement  of  the  bridge  over  the  Missoviri  River  at  Craig»  in  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  Montana. 

The  proposed  project  would  construct  a  new  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  and  rebuild  sections  of 
county  road  inmiediately  eiast  and  west  of  the  new  structure.  The  new  bridge  would  be  built  just  downstream 
fi^m  the  existing  Craig  Bridge.  At  this  time,  the  existing  bridge  would  likely  remain  in-place  and  be  adopted  by  , 
an  interested  party.  The  new  bridge  would  be  designed  to  accommodate  two-way  vehicle  traffic,  pedestrian 
and  bicyclist  travel,  and  haiidle  all  legal  loads. 

The  public  hearing  on  the  Environmental  Assessment  will  be  at  7pm,  Wednesday,  October  24, 2001 
at  the  Craig  Elementary  School  in  Craig,  Montana. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  will  be  to  explain  the  findings  of  the  Efivironmental  Assessment  and  take 

public  comments  on  the  EA. 

Copies  of  the  EA  are  available  for  review  at  the  following  locations: 

Lewis  and  Clark  Library  Great  Falls  Public  Library 

120  S.  Last  Chance  Gulch  301  2nd  Ave.  N 

Helena,MT         1  GreatFalls,MT 

MDT  Environmental  Services  Lewis  &  Clark  County  Commissioners  OfRce 

2701  Prospect  Ave  316  N  Park  Ave 

Helena,  MT  Helena,  MT 

Hookers  Bar  &  Grill  Robert  Peccia  &  Associates 

105  Bridge  St  825  Custer  Ave  ^ 

Craig,MT  Helena,  MT  c 

To  request  a  copy  of  the  EA,  contact  MDT  Er^vironmental  Services,  PO  Box  201001 ,  Helena,  MT 
59620-1001,  phone  (406)  444-6003. 

The  EAmay  also  be  viewed  on  Robert  Peccia  «fe  Associate's  website  atwym.rpa-hln.cpm. 
Written  Comments  regarding  this  EA  should  bemailedto:iTerryYarger,PE.,  MDT  Environmental 
Services,  2701  Prospect  Avenue,  PO  Box  201001,  Helena,  MT  59620-1001  by  November  2,  2001. 

To  arrange  special  accpmmodations  for  persons  with  disabilities,  call  MDT  at  (888)  730-0898  orTTY 
(800)335-75^,  I  j      i'  '  ' 
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BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


ATTACHMENT  4:    Sign-In  Sheets  and  Project  Newsletter  from 

October  24,  2001  Public  Hearing 
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Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Public  Meeting 
Sign  In  Sheet 

Project:     Missouri  River-Craig 
Number:       BR  9025(15) 
Control  Number:  CN2795 

Date:  Wednesday,  October  24,  2001,   7  pm 

Place-         Craig  Elementary  School,  Craig,  MT 


Naioe 
(Pl&ase  Print) 

Address 
(Please  Px-lxit} 

Newsletter 
Mailing 
Ust  -  Y/N 
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Montana  Department  of  Transportation 


Public  Meeting 
Sign  Xn  Sheet 


Project:     Missouri  River-Craig 

Nuinber;       BR  9025(15)  f. 

Control  Number:  CN27.9S 

Date:  Wednesday,  October  24,  2001,  7pin 

Place:        Craig  Elementary  School,  Craig,  m 
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Missouri  River  -  Craig  Bridge  Project  jj 

MDT  PROJECT  BR  9025  (15)  "t 


The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT),  in 
cooperation  witli  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  plans  to 
construct  a  new  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River  at  Craig. 
The  proposed  bridge  would  be  built  on  a  new  alignment 
near  the  existing  bridge.  At  this  time,  it  appears  like  the 
old  bridge  would  remain  and  be  adopted  by  a  group 
wishing  to  preserve  the  structure. 

Much  work  has  been  done  on  the  project  since  the  last 
public  meeting  and  the  environmental  review  and 
design  activities  for  the  project  are  advancing  toward 
their  final  stages. 


rojei^i^rea:^v 

ilk 


Why  Build  a  New  Bridge  at  Craig? 

The  Craig  Bridge  is  a  98-year-old  structure  that's 
structurally  deficient  and  functionally  obsolete  based  on 
its  Sufficiency  Rating.  Although  the  structure  has  been 
well  maintained  by  the  County,  the  bridge  has  a  number 
of  conditions  that  are  of  concern  including: 

c  The  existing  bridge  has  only  a  6-ton  load  limit  and 
any  larger-than-normal  trucks  can't  safely  cross  this 
bridge. 

c  The  existing  structure  is  narrow  and  serves  only  one 
direction  of  travel.  Use  of  the  bridge  has  been 
restricted  to  one  vehicle  at  a  time  at  travel  speeds  of 
10  mph  or  less. 

c  Low  overhead  members  limit  the  height  of  vehicles 
that  can  cross  the  structure. 


c  Restricted  visibility  across  the  bridge  exists  because 
the  present  bridge  deck  is  elevated  above  its 
approaches. 

c  Pedestrians  and  bicyclists  using  the  bridge  are 
vulnerable  to  collisions. 

Without  a  new  bridge,  the  potential  exists  for  the  present 
structure  to  eventually  collapse  due  to  its  age  and 
deterioration.  The  old  structure  would  have  to  be 
removed  and  replaced  with  a  new  bridge  or  the  crossing 
would  have  to  be  abandoned.  In  either  event,  losing  the 
ability  to  cross  the  river  at  Craig  would  inhibit  traffic  flows 
in  and  through  the  area  and  cause  economic  hardships 
to  local  businesses. 

A  new  bridge  would  substantially  improve  road  safety  by 
being  capable  of  handling  all  legal  loads  and,  for  the  first 
time,  simultaneous  two-way  traffic.  A  new  bridge  would 
not  have  overhead  clearance  limitations.  This  proposal 
would  also  eliminate  the  County's  financial  burden  of 
continuing  to  maintain  a  century-old  bridge. 


What's  MOT'S  Preferred  Alternative? 

MDT's  Preferred  Alternative  would  provide  a  new  bridge 
across  the  Missouri  River  just  downstream  from  the 
existing  bridge.  The  new  bridge  would  be  built  on  a 
slightly  skewed  alignment  and  would  be  about  560-feet- 
long  and  about  38-feet-wide.  The  new  bridge  would  be 
constructed  using  pre-stressed  concrete  or  steel  beams 
with  a  cast-in-place  concrete  deck.  The  new  bridge 
would  likely  have  four  spans  and  require  abutments  on 
each  bank  and  three  piers  in  the  river. 

The  bridge  would  have  two  traffic  lanes  and  provide 
space  for  pedestrian  and  bicyclist  traific.  New 
approaches  would  connect  the  new  bridge  to  the  existing 
county  road.  The  approaches  would  be  paved  and  be 
about  28-feet-wide.  The  old  bridge  would  likely  remain  at 
its  present  location  and  the  county  would  give  up  its 
interest  in  the  structure. 


What  Alternatives  Were  Considered  but 
Eliminated? 

A  variety  of  other  alternatives  were  considered  by  MDT. 
However,  these  alternatives  were  dropped  because 
they  fail  to  address  major  deficiencies  with  the  existing 
bhdge,  would  have  excessive  costs  and  potential  for 
significant  environmental  impacts,  or  because  they 
would  require  the  existing  bridge  to  be  closed.  The 
alternatives  no  longer  under  consideration  by  MDT  are 
listed  below: 

c  Do  Nothing 

c  Abandon  the  Existing  Bridge  and  River  Crossing 

c  Rehabilitate  the  Existing  Bridge 

c  Replace  the  Bridge  at  the  Same  Location  ' 

c  Build  a  New  Bridge  Upstream 

c  Build  on  Other  Upstream  or  Downstream  Alignments 

c  Use  the  Existing  Truss  on  a  New  Supporting 
Structure 

c  Provide  a  Bridge  With  a  "Historic"  Appearance 

What  About  the  Old  Bridge? 

The  existing  bridge  would  remain  in  use  while  the  new 
bridge  is  being  built.  However,  vehicle  use  of  the 
existing  bridge  would  stop  after  the  new  bridge  is  open 
for  travel.  i 

Since  Lewis  and  Clark  County  no  longer  wants  the 
maintenance  responsibility  or  continued  liability  for  the 
historic  Craig  Bridge,  MDT  advertised  the  structure  for 
adoption.  Several  parties  expressed  interest  in  the  old 
structure.  But  only  one  person  submitted  an  adoption 
proposal  by  MDT's  due  date.  The  proposal  would 
remove  the  Craig  Bridge  and  use  parts  of  the  structure 
elsewhere. 

Shortly  after  the  proposal  deadline,  a  group  from 
Helena  contacted  MDT  and  indicated  their  interest  in 


adopting  the  bridge  in-place.  The  group  known  as  the 
Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group,  asked  for  time  to  work  out 
the  details  of  adopting  the  old  bridge.  The  group  believes 
there  are  public  benefits  to  saving  the  old  bridge  and 
would  like  to  convert  the  bridge  to  a  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  facility.  MDT  has  allowed  the  group  an  opportunity 
to  fully  develop  a  plan  for  the  adoption  of  the  structure.  If 
this  proposal  falls  through,  MDT  would  offer  the  bridge  to 
the  individual  wishing  to  dismantle  and  use  the  old  bridge 
elsewhere. 

What  Did  We  Learn  from  the  EA? 

MDT  prepared  an  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to 
examine  the  environmental  effects  of  building  a  new 
bridge  at  Craig.  The  EA  describes  the  project;  discusses 
the  need  for  building  a  new  bridge;  presents  the 
alternatives  considered;  analyzes  the  environmental 
impacts  of  building  a  new  bridge  or  doing  nothing;  and 
summarizes  coordination  with  agencies  and  the  public. 
The  EA  was  made  available  for  review  and  comments  in 
September  2001. 

MDT  established  an  alignment  for  the  new  bridge, 
prepared  a  preliminary  bridge  layout,  and  developed 
preliminary  plans  for  the  approaches  to  the  bridge.  This 
information  served  as  a  basis  for  predicting  the 
environmental  effects  of  the  bridge  project  in  the  EA. 
Building  a  new  bridge  would  generally  result  in  only 
minor  long-term  effects.  Minor  temporary  adverse  effects 
would  occur  to  the  following  environmental  categories: 

c  Landforms  and  Soils 

c  Noise  Impacts 

c  Farmland  Involvement 

c  Social  Impacts 

c  Wetlands 

c  Economic  Impacts 

c  Air  Quality 

c  Hazardous  Materials 


Notable  environmental  impacts  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  briefly  discussed  below. 


Environmental  Category 

Effects  Of  The  Preferred  Alternative 

Water  Resources/Quality 

Temporary  degradation  of  surface  water  quality  would  occur  during  construction.  Limited 
excavation  required  within  Missouri  River  bed  to  construct  bridge  piers.  Riprap  and  small 
amounts  of  fill  would  be  placed  along  the  banks  of  the  Missouri  River  to  construct  end  bents 
and  road  approaches.  Installation  and  removal  of  temporary  work  bridges  or  cofferdams  for 
pier  construction  could  also  temporarily  affects  water  quality.  Best  Management  Practices 
would  be  implemented  to  control  erosion  from  disturbed  areas.  MDFWP  124  SPA  and  Corps 
of  Engineers  404  permits  would  be  required  before  working  in  the  river. 

Floodplain  Impacts 

The  new  bridge  would  be  designed  so  it  would  not  increase  water  surface  elevations  over 
existing  conditions  for  the  100-year  flood.  A  floodplain  permit  would  be  needed  from  Lewis  and 
Clark  County. 

Vegetation  Impacts 

Vegetation  would  be  cleared  from  the  much  of  the  new  right-of-way  area  for  the  approaches 
and  could  be  lost  at  staging  areas  for  equipment  and  materials.  The  project  would  not  affect 
any  federally-listed  threatened  or  endangered  plants  or  any  rare  and  sensitive  plants.  The 
potential  exists  for  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  (like  spotted  knapweed  and  Canada  thistle, 
already  in  the  project  area)  from  ground  disturbances.  Implementation  of  weed  control 
measures  before,  during,  and^after  construction  would  reduce  this  impact. 

Environmental  Category 

Effects  Of  The  Preferred  Alternative  ?: 

Threatened/Endangered 
Species 

The  "threatened"  bald  eagle  and  the  "proposed  for  listing  as  threatened"  mountain  plover  could 
occur  in  the  area.  No  bald  eagle  nests  occur  in  the  Craig  project  area  and  potential  habitat  for  ./| 
eagles  would  not  be  affected.  Construction  could  temporarily  disturb  or  displace  migrating  or  f 
foraging  eagles  that  may  be  in  the  area,  including  those  from  a  nest  located  a  few  miles  J 
upstream  of  the  existing  bridge.  Biologists  concluded  the  proposed  bridge  project  is  not  likely  to  1 
adversely  affect  bald  eagles.  S 

There  is  no  recent  direct  evidence  or  observations  of  plovers  using  suitable  habitat  in  the 
general  vicinity  of  this  project.  Biologists  determined  the  project  is  not  likely  to  jeopardize  the 
mountain  plover. 

Wildlife/Fisheries  Impacts 

Effects  on  wildlife  (including  known  species  of  concern)  would  include  the  temporary  loss  of  and 
avoidance  of  habitats  adjacent  to  the  construction  area,  the  potential  for  direct  mortality  from 
vehicles  and  construction  equipment,  and  a  minor  amount  of  permanent  habitat  degradation 
and/or  displacement. 

The  most  notable  effect  on  fisheries  would  be  temporary  increases  in  turbidity  due  to 
construction  within  the  channel.  MDT  has  already  coordinated  proposed  work  in  the  stream 
channel  with  the  MDFWP  to  establish  desirable  times  and  any  other  special  requirements  for 
construction  activities  within  the  river.  MDFWP  would  have  to  issue  a  permit  for  this  project. 

Land  Ownership  and  Land  Use 

Building  a  new  bridge  would  impact  minor  amounts  of  land  adjacent  to  the  existing  county  road. 
New  right-of-way  would  impact  agricultural  land  on  the  east  side  of  the  river.  Access  to  adjacent 
lands  would  be  perpetuated.  The  project  would  encroach  on  a  residential  property  immediately 
northwest  of  the  existing  bridge  and  remove  some  trees  from  the  property.  The  project  would  not 
conflict  with  the  County's  Comprehensive  Plan. 

Right-of-Way  and  Utilities 

Construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  require  about  3.6  acres  of  new  right-of-way  from 
adjacent  lands.  No  residences  of  businesses  would  be  relocated.  Utilities  in  conflict  with  the 
proposed  bridge  replacement  and  the  new  approaches  to  the  structure  would  be  relocated  prior 
to  construction. 

Abandoned  portions  of  the  existing  approaches  would  be  obliterated.  Ownership  of  the 
abandoned  road  and  its  right-of-way  would  revert  to  adjoining  landowners. 

Transportation  and  Circulation 

A  new  two-lane  bridge  would  provide  a  safer  and  a  more  efficient  facility  for  road  users  and 
make  crossing  the  river  more  convenient  for  residents  and  visitors.  Traffic  volumes  would 
continue  to  grow  but  not  substantially  over  present  conditions  since  most  motorists  choosing  to 
cross  the  river  at  Craig  already  use  the  existing  bridge.  Vehicles  previously  restricted  from  the 
crossing  would  be  able  to  use  the  new  bridge.  Travel  speeds  across  the  new  bridge  would  likely 
increase  over  the  present  10  mph  condition.  Existing  speed  limits  on  the  approaches  would 
remain  unless  the  County  elects  to  change  them.  Circulation  patterns  near  the  bridge  may 
change  if  the  old  bridge  remains  and  is  converted  to  use  by  pedestrians  and  other  forms  of  non- 
motorized  transportation. 

Archaeological  and  Cultural 
Resources 

The  Craig  Bridge  and  a  segment  of  the  old  Great  Northern  Railway  main  line  are  properties 
eligible  for  the  national  register  of  historic  places.  There  would  be  no  adverse  effect  to  the 
Craig  Bridge  if  efforts  to  adopt  the  structure  in-place  are  successful  and  the  new  owners 
maintain  its  historic  inteqrity.  There  would  be  an  adverse  effect  to  the  Craiq  bridge  if  the  existing 
structure  were  demolished  and  salvaged  or  removed  and  used  at  another  location.  There  would 
be  no  effect  to  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Main  Line  since  the  project  would  only  upgrade  or 
replace  an  existing  crossing. 

Section  4(f)  Properties 

The  Craig  Bridge,  Great  Northern  Railway  Main  Line,  and  the  Craig  FAS  are  Section  4(f) 
properties.  Potential  impacts  to  historic  properties  are  discussed  above.  MDT's  preliminary  plans 
show  that  the  project  would  encroach  on  0.10  acres  or  less  of  the  FAS  property.  MDT  would  be 
obligated  to  mitigate  for  impacts  to  4(f)  sites. 

Recreational  Resources 

The  ability  of  pedestrians  to  move  beneath  the  structure  along  both  banks  of  the  river  would  be 
unchanged.  The  low-beam  elevation  of  the  new  bridge  would  the  same  as  the  old  structure  to 
ensure  adequate  head  room  for  floaters.  The  work  bridge  needed  for  the  project  could  impede 
recreational  floating  through  the  work  zone,  wading  and  fishing  near  the  bridge  and  boat  put-ins 
from  the  ramp  at  the  Craig  FAS.  Traffic  entering  or  leaving  the  FAS  may  experience  short 
disruptions  during  construction.  Noise  from  construction  activities  may  also  cause  short-term 
adverse  impacts  on  users  of  the  recreation  site. 

Visual  Resources 

The  presence  of  two  bridges  at  this  crossing  would  be  a  notable  visual  change  for  users  of  the 
crossing,  residents  of  Craig,  river  users,  and  those  passing  through  the  area  on  1-15  and  the 
Recreation  Road.  The  removal  of  several  large  trees  from  a  property  near  the  west  end  of  the 
new  bridge  would  also  change  the  appearance  of  the  project  area. 

Roiberl  FecGia  &  Associates,  Helena,  Montana 


What  Happens  Next? 

At  the  end  of  the  review  and  comment  period  on  the 
EA,  MDT  will  make  a  final  determination  about  the 
significance  of  this  project's  impacts.  If  no  significant 
impacts  are  identified,  a  Finding  of  No  Significant 
Impact  (FONSI)  can  be  prepared  and  submitted  for 
approval  by  the  FHWA.  The  EA  would  be  revised  to 
include  the  comments  received  and  responses  to 
those  comments  including  text  revisions  and  a  FONSI 
would  be  added  to  the  document.  If  the  FHWA 
concludes  significant  impacts  are  likely,  MDT  would 
have  to  prepare  an  EIS  before  advancing  the  project. 

Assuming  the  decision  is  made  to  proceed  with  the 
project,  right-of-way  and  design  plans  for  the  new 
bridge  and  its  approaches  will  be  finalized.  MDT  plans 
to  let  this  proposed  project  to  contract  in  mid-2003. 
Construction  of  the  new  bridge  would  begin  shortly 
after  the  contract  was  awarded  in  2003. 

How  Do  I  Comment  On  This  Project? 

Comments  about  this  bridge  project  and  the  contents 
of  the  EA  can  be  made  in  several  different  ways 
including: 

c  Discuss  your  concerns  individually  with 

representatives  of  MDT  or  other  agencies  who  will 

record  your  comments, 
c  Writing  your  comments  on  forms  provided  and 

leaving  them  at  the  meeting  or  send  them  to  the 

address  shown  on  the  form. 

Comments  are  due  by  November  2,  2001 . 

For  More  Information  Contact: 

Mick  Johnson 

District  Administrator-Great  Falls 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
P.O.  60x  1359 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403-1359 
(406)  454-5887 

or 

Joe  Kolman 

Bridge  Engineer 
P.O.  Box  2001001 
Helena,  MT  59620-1001 
(406)444-6260 

or 

Eric  Griffin 

Director,  Lewis  &  Clark  County 
Public  Works  Department 
3402  Cooney  Drive 
Helena,  MT  59602 
(406)447-1636 


Prepared  By: 

Robert  Peccia  &  Associates 

Environmental  Division 
825  Custer  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59604 
(406)  447-5000 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
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ATTACHMENT  5:   Written  Comments  Received  on  EA 
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4064447245 


MDT  ENVIRONMENTAL 


PAGE  02 


MISSOURI  RIVER  BRIDGE  AT  CRAIG,  MT 


Comments  on  EA 
November  2, 2001 


Robert  Rasraussen 


RECEIVED 

NOV  05  2001 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

325  Holier  Street,  Helena,  MT  59601 


Please  accept  the  following  comments  op  the  abov^-referenced  EA. 

Section  n  Purpose  and  Need  | 

Page  10- Approach  Roadvyay  Deficiencies 

The  proposed  desi^  speed  of  7(^  mph  seems  excessive  for  a  short  stretch  of  roadway, 
part  of  which  goes  througl:^  thejCraig  townsite.  Seems  like  a  design  speed  of 35-40  mph  would 
be  more  appropriate,  whic^  ma^  reduce  other  design  criteria  (such  as  driving  surface  width,  side 
slopes,  r-o-w  needs,  etc.)  jnd  related  costs. 

Page  1 1  - 1  Traffic  and  Safety  Efficiency  |  j 

This  section  notes  pe  l^k  of  bii^ycle  and  pedestrian  facilities  on  the  existing  bridge. 
Given  this  current  deficiency,  it  seems  the  project  ^ould  effec^vely  address  bicycle/pedestrian 
facihties.  Maintaining  the  existing  brid  ?e  for  non-jnotorized  t^tinsportation  would  be  an 
excellent  alternative  fpr  pifovit^g  such  faciUties.  Connections  to  the  bridge  would  need  to  be 


designed. 


Section  m  Alternatives 


.Tjh< 


e  analysis 


'^is  api 
pesign  issue:  jThc 


2.0  ft.,  while  the  section  wt  th ;  bridge 


these  be  consistent  to 


d  rationale  for  tije  Preferred.  Altemativ^  seems  sound. 


Alignment  issjue: 
approximate/parallel  jthe 


typi  :al  secti(  in  for  road  approaches  shows  paved  shoulder  widths  of 


avo  id  transition  p  roblems? 


itructure  shows  paved  shoulder  widths  of  3.9  ft.  Should 


of  :^xisti  ?g  Bridg 
bridge  iucture 


Page  30-  Disposi^on 
If  the  existing 
facilities,  then  wc  shc|uld 
a  structural  separatioj^  rec  uired  betweei  i 
this  in  the  past.) 


3  not  preserved  and  incorporated  as  bicycle/pedestrian 
consider  widir  sidewalls  on  both  sides  of  the  new  bridge  structure.  Is 
the  travel  lane  and  sidewalk?  (Seems  like  MDT  required 


Can  Alignmc  nt  B|  be  slightly  adjusted  to  more  closely 

jxisting  bridg  3  alignment  (instead  of  skewing  off  to  the  northeast)? 


Other  issue:  "piere  is  currently 
could  contribute  to  traffic  conflicts 


mph.  Seems  like  we 
conflicts: 


unC(^ntrolled  access  along  Bridge  Street  in  Craig.  This 
sneed  increases  to  the  proposed  design  speed  of  43.5 
should  look  at  access  control  and  reduced  design  speed  to  mitigate  potential 


if  tie 


Page  54t  Cumulative  Impacts 

Though  not  iip^tended  to  inducejgro^jrth 
potential-  The  incre^ed  structural  caj  aci 
use  the  existing  bridge  strucmie,  there  brc 
can  promote  development,  unless  miti  i^ta 

Thanks  for  the  oppoilunity  to  coimnei  i 


or  increase  traffic,  the  project  certainly  has  that 
t ;  will  allow  heavi^  and  higher  vehicles  that  cannot  | 
ncreasing  trafi&c  volume.  The  increased  accessibility 
through  access  control  and  land  use  regulations. 


NOV  0  2  2001 

sMVIROi^  MENTAL 


MONTANA  DEPARTK4ENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

COMMENT  FORM 

Project:      Missouri  River-Craig  Bridge  "Environmental  Assessment" 
Projeci  Number:  BR-9025(T5) 
Control  Number:  CN2795 

You  are  invited  to  make  your  comments  REGARDING  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  OF  THE  CRAIG  BRIDGE  PROJECT  on  this  form 
and  leave  it  with  the  meeting  officials  or  take  it  with  you  and  mail  it  to:    Terry  Yarger, 
PE.,  Environmental  Services,  Montana  Department  of  Transportation,  2701 
Prospect  Avenue,  Helena,  MT  59620-1001.  These  written  comments  must  be 
received  by  November  2,  2001. 

Please  indicate  your  name,  address  and  affiUation  (If  any)  below.  Thank  you  for 
your  interest  and  comments  on  this  projeci.  Feel  free  to  use  the  back  and/or  additional 
sheets  of  paper  if  necessary. 

Name  and  Address:  Po  {   Q  '  Coh    el  ^  

/Ho    mo>u.  S-f.   


Comments: 


 c  ^ — » — A-*!  .1  iiF-r,  ijr-  —  i —  ^  tx  Ty  ■"■--•j  \  ^  ...ii— —  i.,-,  l,-.— ^.i-.y.,.-.,..-        ,  ...        ,-   ...  — :k — :  tw.-  ■  — 

S  \  cx  e  , ,  i  


k^epmc   -fl^^  ptr/    by /dc,^.  .pc^..-    ~I-Ofoif   .  i  


OCT  29  2001 

ENViRONiVIEWTAl 


MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

COMMENT  FORM 

Project:      Missouri  River-Craig  Bridge  "Environmental  Assessment" 
Project  Number:  BR-9025(15) 
Conti-ol  Number:  CN2795 

You  are  invited  to  make  your  comments  REGARDING  THE 
ENVIRONVENTAL  ASSESSMENT  OF  THE  CRAIG  BRIDGE  PROJECT  on  this  form 
and  leave  it  with  the  meeting  officials  or  take  it  with  you  and  mai!  it  to:    Terry  Yarger, 
PE.;  Environmental  Services.  Montana  Department  of  Transportation,  2701 
Prospect  Avenue,  Helena,  MT  59620-1001.  These  written  comments  must  be 
received  by  November  2,  2001. 

Please  indicate  your  name,  address  and  affiliation  (if  any)  below.  Thank  you  for 
your  interest  and  comments  on  this  project.  Feel  free  to  use  the  back  and/or  additional 
sheets  of  paper  if  necessary. 

Name  and  Addfess: 
Comments: 


U.  X.  Po/icr  /  ^<^/u.,,: c  e  (^o.-  jI  M.qJ I  Cart  h-ai.  fo k 


f^r  ^ 


/  ,5      U  yr  J ^>      C>>1^  J    Ail/  C  //v7 


hf^.f<f(.-  J.  , 


I, 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


ATTACHMENT  6:    Materials  Relating  to  Bridge  Adoption  Efforts 


( 


I 


August  28,  2001 


Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E. 
Bridge  Engineer 
Montana  Dept.  of  Transport; 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
Box  201001 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 


Dear  Mr.  Kolman: 


The  activities  of  the  Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group  have  been  proceeding  as  we 
discussed  previously.  The  following  activities  have  occurred ^ince  June  19. 
2001: 

-We  have  a  commitment  for  $40,000  from  one  donor 

-We  have  submitted  a  grant  application  to  Lewis  and  Clark  County 

for  funding  under  CTEP 

-We  have  met  with  individuals  from  Craig  who  are  supportive  of 
efforts  to  save  the  historic  bridge 

-We  plan  on  holding  a  public  meeting  in  Craig  within  the  next  30 
days 

As  soon  as  we  have  more  to  report  we  will  notify  you  both  in  writing  and  by 
telephone.  We  appreciate  the  MDT's  willingness  to  allow  the  citizens  of  Lewis 
and  Clark  County  to  organize  to  save  the  historic  Craig  bridge.  We  believe  that 
by  working  together  there  are  public  benefits  to  saving  the  historic  bridge  by 
providing  a  recreational  and  cultural  resource  and  a  specific  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  passageway. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely,  ^  , 


DA 

JEt 

g 

1 

6 

BRtOQE  BUREAU 

4- 

DHIDQE  ENQ. 

'L 

BR.  DES.ENQ. 

AOMIN  ASSIST. 

AE/MISSOULA 

AE/BUTT6 

AE/QT  FALLS 
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AE/BILUNGS 

SEISMIC 
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STEEL  QA/QC 

SHP  DWGS 

CADD  COOR. 
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FILE 

Wilbur  W.  Rehmann,  Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group 
613  Hollins 
Helena,  MT  59601 


lASlLR  file! 
 CC^'V  I 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

m^rvmg you  ^ pride  POBOX  201001 

Helena.  MT  59620-1001 

Memorandum 

To:  Distribution 

From:         Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E, 
Bridge  Engineer 

Date:  November  16,  2001 

Subject:       BR  9025(15) 

Missouri  River  -  Craig  ,       ,  ; 

CN2975  '      '   ,  ' 

Bridge  Adoption 

A  meeting  was  held  on  March  19,  2001  to  review  the  submittal  from  Hart  Baitis 
concerning  adoption  of  a  segment  of  the  Missouri  River  Bridge  at  Craig.  Those  in 
attendance  were:  Jon  Axline,  Lyle  Manley,  Ted  Burch,  Bob  Modrow  and  Joe 
Kolman. 

The  submittal  from  Mr.  Baitis  requested  one  of  the  three  140  foot  trusses.  The 
committee  found  the  submittal  to  be  complete  and  responsive. 

A  request  for  information  about  the  bridge  had  been  received  from  Wilber  Rehmann 
representing  the  Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group  on  March  15.  After  being  contacted 
by  the  Group,  Mr.  Baitis  requested  that  his  submittal  be  placed  on  hold  to  give  the 
Group  a  chance  to  preserve  the  bridge  in  place. 

A  letter  was  sent  to  Mr.  Rehmann  on  March  23,  2001  requesting  that  he  provide  a 
response  to  questions  concerning  the  adoption  of  the  bridge.  The  deadline  for  the 
response  was  April  27,2001.  This  deadline  was  extended  several  times  and  repeated 
requests  were  made  for  the  information.  A  final  deadline  of  November  7  was  set  in 
my  memo  of  October  26,2001  to  Mr.  Rehmann.  I  did  not  receive  a  response  to  my 
letter  or  to  my  phone  messages. 

We  will  proceed  with  the  award  of  one  segment  of  the  Craig  Bridge  to  Mr.  Baitis 
and  have  the  contractor  remove  and  demolish  the  remainder  of  the  structure. 


JPK: 

copies:  Lyle  Manley 

Mick  Johnson 
Jon  Axline 
Ted  Burch 
Joel  Marshik 
file 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation 


2701  Prospect  Avenue 
PO  Box  201001 
Helena  MT  59620-1001 


JudyMartz.  Governor 


November  19,  2001 


Wilber  W.  Rehmann 
Historic  Craig  Bridge  Group 
613Hollins 
Helena,  MT  59601 

Subject:  BR  9025(1 5)  CN  2975 
Missouri  River  -  Craig 
Bridge  Adoption 

Mr.  Rehmann,  this  is  to  notify  you  that  we  have  awarded  a  portion  of  the  Craig  Bridge  to 
another  party.  The  remainder  of  the  structure  will  be  given  to  the  contractor.  I  am  sorry 
that  your  group  was  unable  to  get  the  commitments  needed  to  save  the  bridge  in  place. 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts. 


Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E. 
Bridge  Engineer 
(406)  444-6260 


JFK:  Missouri-Craig 


cc:  Mick  Johnson 
Jon  Axline 


Lyle  Manley 


file 


Bridge  Bureau 

Phone:  C-f06J  444-6259 

Fax:      (406)  444-6155 


Engineering  Division 
TTY:  (800)335-7592 
Web  Page:  www.  mdt.state.  mL  us 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


January  20,  2002  Adoption  Announcement  from  Helena 
Independent  Record 


Adopt  Craig  bridge  span  by  Feb.  15 

Two  main  spans  of  the  Missouri  River  Bridge  at  Craig  are 
still  available  to  anyone  willing  to  assume  the  responsibility  * 
of  maintaining  them. 

The  bridge  crosses  the  Missouri  River  at  the  east  side  of 
Craig,  just  off  Interstate  15,  north  of  Helena.  The  bridge  was,, 
constructed  in  1903  by  the  Elkhart  Bridge  Company  ^of  ^^^f 
Elkhart,  111.  Two  of  the  three  spans  are  available  for  adoption^ 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  i^t^4?.  to 
construct  a  new  bridge  slightly  downstream  from  tne  exist-  , 
ing  aUgnment. 

Because  the  old  bridge  is  historic,  the  Department  of 
Transportation  will  give  it  to  anyone  willing  to  maintain  and  -. 
assume  liability  for  it.  The  estimated  demolition  cost  of 
$20,000  for  each  of  the  two  spans  could  be  applied  to  its  relo- . 
cation  and  maintenance. 

Either  one  or  both  spans  can  be  adopted  by  a  qualified  indi- 
vidual or  group.  If  interested,  call  Joe  Kolman  at  444-6260  by 
Feb.  15. 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 
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ATTACHMENT  7:  Revised  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 

Form  for  the  Craig  Bridge  (24LC129)  and 
Signed  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA) 


MONTANA  DIVISION 
NATIONWIDE"  PROGRAMMATIC  SECT/OA/ 4^/;  EVALUATION  FOR 

HISTORIC  BRIDGES 


Project  #:  BR  9025(15):  (P.M.S.  C#2795) 
Project  Name:  Missouri  River  -  Craig 


Date:  April  15.  2002 
Description:  Craig  Bridge  (24LG129) 
Location:  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  Montana 


The  Craig  Bridge  is  a  three-span  pin-connected  Pratt  through  truss.  The  bridge  has  a  Queen  post 
pony  truss  on  its  west  approach  and  a  timber  stringer  approach  to  the  east.  The  Ell<hart  Bridge 
Company  of  Elkhart,  Indiana  built  the  existing  bridge  in  1903.  The  historic  bridge  has  a  total  length  of 
146.0  m  (479.0+  feet)  and  consists  of  two  11.5  m  (37.7+  feet)  long  end  spans  and  three  41.0  m  (134.5+ 
feet)  long  intermediate  through-truss  spans.  The  bridge  has  a  4.5  m  (14.8+  feet)  wide  timber  deck  and 
a  vertical  (overhead)  clearance  of  4.4  m  (14.5+  feet).  The  bridge  was  initially  recorded  and  determined 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  in  1979. 

MDT  and  Lewis  and  Clark  County  advertised  the  existing  bridge  for  adoption  during  March  2001.  As  a 
result  of  this  initial  effort,  an  individual  from  the  Craig  area  agreed  to  adopt  one  span  of  the  old  bridgej 
Another  group  contacted  MDT  and  expressed  an  interest  in  adopting  the  historic  structure  in-place. 
However,  the  group  was  unsuccessful  in  developing  a  plan  and  making  the  necessary  commitments 
to  adopt  the  bridge.  MDT  advertised  the  remaining  spans  of  the  bridge  for  adoption  in  January  2002. 
No  parties  were  identified  that  were  willing  to  adopt  the  remaining  spans  of  the  bridge.  On  March  19, 
2002,  MDT  was  informed  that  the  Individual  from  Craig  no  longer  wanted  a  span  of  the  bridge. 
Therefore,  the  contractor  will  remove  and  demolish  the  remainder  of  the  historic  bridge.  These  actions 
will  have  an  adverse  effect  to  24LC129  because  the  bridge's  structure  and  its  important  features  will 
be  lost.  Parts  I  and  II  of  the  attached  EA  include  maps,  descriptions  and  photographs  of  24LC129. 


NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information,  and  may  result  in  an  individual 
evaluation/statement.  Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  procedures. 

YES  NO 


1 .  Is  the  bridge  a  National  Historic  Landmark?  LJ  _X 

2.  Have  agreements  been  reached  through  the  procedures  ;  ?: 
pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 

Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  with  the  following: 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)?  X  Q 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)?  X  Q 

MDT's  historic  roads  and  bridges  Programmatic  Agreement  with 
the  FHWA,  the  SHPO,  and  ACHP  was  enacted  in  lieu  of  regular 
procedures  for  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  as  applied  only  to  historic  roads  and  bridges  in  Montana. 


3.    Any  other  agency/ies  with  jurisdiction  at  this  location?  X   

a)  If  "YES"  will  additional  approval(s)  for  this   

Section  4(f)  application  be  required?  LJ  ^ 

b)  List  of  agencies  with  jurisdiction  at  this  location: 

USA  -  Corps  of  Engineers  (Secto  404  Permit  required)  X   

USDA  -  Forest  Service  L_l  _X_ 

USDA  -  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  [FPPA)  [  ]  X 

FEMA  Regulatory  Floodway  (County  Floodplain  Development  Permit)  [J<_]   

MDFW&P  -  Parks  Division  (Craig  Fishing  Access  Site)  [XJ  _ 

MDFW&P  -  Wildlife  Division  (wetlands)  [_]  _X_ 

MDFW&P  -  Fisheries  Division  -  124SPA  permit  required  LX_]   

MDNR&C  (navigable  rivers  under  state  law)  LX_]   

MDNR&C  (irrigation  systems)  [  ]  J<_ 

MDEQ  -  Air  Quality  Division    X 

MDEQ  -  Permitting  and  Compliance  -  MPDES  Compliance  X   

Other:  Lewis  and  Clark  County  Commission  X   


- 1  -  Craig  Bridge  (24LC129) 


NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information,  and  may  result  in  an  individual 
evaluation/statement.  Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  procedures. 

ALTERNATIVES  &  FINDINGS 

EACH  of  the  following  ALTERNATIVES  for  this  proposed  project  have  been  evaluated  to  avoid  the  use  of  the 
historic  bridge: 

1.  "Do  Nothing." 

2.  Rehabilitate  the  existing  bridge  without  affecting  the  historic  integrity  of 

the  structure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Section  106  in  the  NHPA. 

3.  Construct  the  proposed  bridge  at  a  location  where  the  integrity  of  the  existing  historic 
structure  will  not  be  affected  as  determined  by  the  provisions  of  the  NHPA. 

The  above  ALTERNATIVES  have  been  applied  in  accordance  with  this  PROGRAMMATIC  SECTION  4(f) 
EVALUATION  and  are  supported  by  EACH  of  the  following  FINDINGS: 

YES  NO 

1 .  The  "Do  Nothing"  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated  and  has  been 
found  to  ignore  the  basic  transportation  need  at  this  location. 

This  ALTERNATIVE  is  neither  feasible  nor  prudent  for 
the  following  reasons: 

a)  Maintenance  —  this  ALTERNATIVE  does  not  correct  the  structurally 
deficient  condition  and/or  poor  geometries  (clearances,  approaches, 
visibility  restrictions)  found  at  the  existing  bridge.  Any  of  these  factors 
can  lead  to  a  sudden  catastrophic  collapse,  and/or  a  potential  injury  in- 
cluding loss  of  life.  Normal  maintenance  will  not  change  this  situation. 

b)  Safety  —  this  ALTERNATIVE  also  does  not  correct  the  situation  which 
causes  the  existing  bridge  to  be  considered  deficient.  Because  of  these 
deficiencies,  the  existing  bridge  presents  a  serious  and  unacceptable 
safety  hazard  to  the  traveling  public  and/or  places  intolerable  restric- 
tions (gross  vehicle  weight,  height,  and/or  width)  on  transport. 
The  existing  bridge  has  a  4.5  m  (14.8±  foot)  wide  timber  deck  and 
a  vertical  clearance  of  4.4  m  (14.5  feet).  The  single-lane  bridge  also 
has  a  6-ton  load  limit.  The  County  restricts  the  use  of  the  bridge  to  one 
vehicle  at  a  time  due  to  sight  distance  limitations  on  each  approach. 

A  copy  of  the  MDT  Bridge  Bureau's  Inspection  Report  for  the  bridge  is  X  Q 

attached.  See  APPENDIX  C. 

2.  The  rehabilitation  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated  with  one  or  more 
of  the  following  FINDINGS: 

YES  NO 

a)  The  existing  bridge's  structural  deficiency  is  such  that  it  cannot  be 
rehabilitated  to  meet  minimum  acceptable  load  and  traffic  requirements 

without  adversely  affecting  the  structure's  historic  integrity.  X   

b)  The  existing  bridge's  geometries  (height,  width)  cannot  be  changed 
without  adversely  affecting  the  structure's  historic  integrity.  X   

c)  This  ALTERNATIVE  does  not  correct  the  serious  restrictions  on 
visibility(approach  geometries,  structural  requirements)  which  also  contributes 
to  an  unsafe  condition  at  this  location.  _X_   

Is  this  rehabilitation  ALTERNATIVE  therefore  considered  to  be  feasible  and/  _ 
.,    or  prudent  based  on  the  preceding  evaluations?  [  ]  X 
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X_  U 


X_  U 


ALTERNATIVES  &  FINDINGS  (continued) 

NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information,  and  may  result  in  an  individual 
evaluation/statement.  Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  procedures. 

YES  NO 

3.   The  relocation  ALTERNATIVE,  in  which  the  new  bridge  has  been  moved  to 
a  site  that  presents  no  adverse  effect  upon  the  existing  structure  has  also 
been  considered  under  the  following  FINDINGS: 

a)  Terrain  and/or  local  geology.  The  present  structure  is  located  at  the 
only  feasible  and/or  prudent  site  for  the  bridge  on  the  existing  route. 
Relocating  to  a  new  site  —  either  up-,  or  downstream  of  the  preferred 
location  —  will  result  in  extraordinary  bridge/approach  engineering  and 

associated  construction  costs.    X 

The  preferred  site  is  the  only  prudent  location  due  to  the  terrain 

and/or  geologic  conditions  in  the  general  vicinity.    X 

Any  other  location  would  cause  extraordinary  disruption  to  existing 

traffic  patterns.    X 

b)  Significant  social,  economic  and/or  environmental  impacts.  Locating  • 
the  proposed  bridge  in  other  than  the  preferred  site  would  result  in 

significant  social/economic  impacts  such  as  the  displacement  of 

families,  businesses,  or  severing  of  prime/unique  farmlands.  '  X   


Shifting  the  proposed  bridge  substantially  up-or  downstream  would 
require  more  right-of-way  from  adjacent  landowners  and  would  sever 
existing  irrigated  fields.  Impacts  to  other  Section  4(f)  properties  could 
also  result. 

Significant  environmental  impacts  such  as  the  extraordinary  involvement 
in  wetlands,  regulated  floodplains,  or  habitat  of  threatened/endangered 

species  are  likely  to  occur  in  any  location  outside  the  preferred  site.    _X_ 

c)  Engineering  and  economics.  Where  difficulty/ies  associated  with  a  new 
location  are  less  extreme  than  those  listed  above,  the  site  may  still  not 
be  feasible  and  prudent  where  costs  and/or  engineering  difficulties  reach 
extraordinary  magnitudes.  Does  the  ALTERNATE  location  result  in 
significantly  increased  engineering  or  construction  costs  (such  as  a 

longer  span,  longer  approaches,  etc.)?  X   


d)  Preservation  of  existing  historic  bridge  may  not  be  possible  due  to 
either  or  both  of  the  following: 

the  existing  structure  has  deteriorated  beyond  all  reasonable  possibility 

of  rehabilitation  for  a  transportation  or  alternative  use;    X 

no  responsible  party  can  be  located  to  maintain  and  preserve  the 

historic  structure.  X   

The  Craig  Bridge  has  been  made  available  for  any  "responsible  party/ies" 
under  MDT's  Adopt-a-Bridge  program.  MDT  and  Lewis  and  Clark  County 
advertised  the  existing  bridge  for  adoption  during  March  2001  and  again  in 
January  2002.  No  adopting  parties  have  been  identified  for  the  old  bridge  as 
a  result  of  these  efforts.  The  old  bridge  would  be  removed  and  demolished. 
This  action  will  cause  an  adverse  effect  to  24LC129. 

Therefore,  in  accordance  with  the  previously-listed  FINDINGS  it  is  neither 

feasible  nor  prudent  to  locate  the  proposed  bridge  at  a  site  other  than  the   

preferred  ALTERNATE  as  described.    [  X 1 

MDT  has  identified  a  viable  alignment  for  the  new  bridge  immediately 
downstream  from  24LC1 29. 
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MEASURES  TO  MINIMIZE  HARM 


NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  will  require  additional  information,  and  may  result  in  an  individual 
evaluation/statement.  Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  procedures. 

This  "Nationwide"  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Statement  applies  only  wlien  tine  following  Measures  to  Minimize 
Harm  have  been  assured;  a  check  in  a  box  MAY  void  the  Programmatic  application  —  if  so,  a  full  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  will  be  required: 

YES  NO 

1 .  Is  the  bridge  being  rehabilitated  under  this  proposed  project?    X 

Rehabilitating  this  bridge  was  eliminated  from  further  consideration  since 
this  alternative  would  not  provide  a  facility  capable  of  accommodating  two-way 
travel  or  eliminate  geometric  deficiencies  at  the  crossing.  Lewis  and  Clark  County 
has  requested  that  this  bridge  be  replaced  rather  than  rehabilitated.  The  County 
believes  that  continued  maintenance  costs  in  the  future  and  the  high  traffic  demand 
at  Craig  warrants  a  new  bridge. 

If  "YES",  is  the  historic  integrity  of  the  structures  being  preserved  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible;  consistent  with  unavoidable  transportation  needs, 
safety,  and  load  requirements? 

NOTE: 

If  "NO",  refer  to  item  2.,  following,  to  determine  Programmatic  applicability. 

2.  The  bridge  is  being  replaced,  or  rehabilitated  to  the  point  where  historic  in- 
tegrity is  affected.  Are  adequate  records  being  made  of  the  existing  struc- 
tures under  Historic  American  Engineering  Record  standards,  or  other 
suitable  means  developed  through  consultation  with  SHPO  and  the  ACHP? 

A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  implementing  measures  to  be  under 
taken  for  the  adverse  effect  to  the  historic  bridge  was  signed  on  April  10,  2002J 
The  MOA  was  approved  by  MDT,  FHWA,  and  the  Montana  SHPO.  The  ACHP 
was  consulted  but  chose  not  to  participate  in  the  development  of  the  MOA. 

3.  If  the  bridge  is  being  replaced,  is  the  existing  structure  being  made  available 
for  alternative  use  with  a  responsible  party  to  maintain  and  preserve  same?    \JC\ 

See  item  3.d)  under  "ALTERNATIVES  &  FINDINGS"  previous.  MDT  has  been 
unsuccessful  in  finding  a  party  to  adopt  the  old  bridge. 

4.  If  the  bridge  is  being  adversely  affected,  has  agreement  been  reached 
through  the  Section  106  process  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
on  these  Measures  to  Minimize  Harm  (which  will  be  incorporated  into  the 

proposed  project)  with  the  following:  X  [_J 

To  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  to  24LC129,  MDT  has  agreed  to  implement  a 
variety  of  measures  including:  1)  documentation  of  the  Craig  Bridge  to 
HABS/HAER  standards;  2)  periodic  advertisements  for  adoption  of  the  structure 
until  the  new  bridge  is  built;  and  3)  installation  of  an  interpretive  marker  at  the 
Craig  FAS  describing  the  history  and  significance  of  the  Craig  Bridge.  The  MOA 
implementing  these  measures  was  executed  on  April  10,  2002. 


Not  applicable 


COORDINATION 

There  has  been  additional  COORDINATION  with  the  following  agencies  regarding  this  proposed  project  (other 
than  those  listed  previously): 

City/County  government:     Lewis  and  Clark  County  requested  this  proposed  project  in  early  1999 
Local  historical  society:       Kathy  Macefield,  City-County  Historic  Preservation  Officer  December  1999 
Adjacent  property  owners:    MDFWP  and  Sterling  Ranch  Company  -  December  1 999 
Others:  Public  Information  Meetings  December  1999  and  May  2000 

Public  Hearing  on  EA  October  24,  2001 
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This  proposed  project  is  also  documented  as  an  Environmental  Assessment  under  the  requirements  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (42  U.S.C.  4321 ,  et  seq.). 


SUMMARY 

The  No  Build  Alternative  does  not  satisfy  the  specified  purpose  and  need  for  improvements  at  the  Missouri 
River  crossing  at  Craig.  The  present  bridge  is  nearly  a  century  old  and  has  a  Sufficiency  Rating  of  29.6  (see 
Part  II  in  the  EA).  MDT  considers  this  bridge  to  be  structurally  deficient  and  functionally  obsolete  based  on 
detailed  evaluations  of  the  structure's  condition.  The  No  Build  Alternative  does  not  meet  the  traveling  public's 
needs  because  it  does  not  address  deficient  structural  conditions  and  the  limited  vertical  clearance  associated 
with  the  existing  bridge,  fails  meet  MDT's  optimal  width  for  two-lane  roadways,  and  would  not  improve  an 
alignment  which  restricts  driver  visibility  at  the  river  crossing. 

Rehabilitating  the  Craig  Bridge  would  not  provide  a  structure  capable  of  accommodating  two-way  travel  or 
eliminate  geometric  deficiencies  (one-way  travel,  height  restrictions,  sight  distance  problems)  at  the  crossing. 
Rehabilitation  is  also  not  an  action  endorsed  by  the  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  the  owners  of  the  bridge.  The 
existing  bridge  cannot  be  rehabilitated  without  adversely  affecting  its  historic  integrity. 

Constructing  a  bridge  on  the  existing  alignment  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  historic  Craig  Bridge  and 
would  cause  adverse  economic  effects  on  the  community  of  Craig  due  to  the  need  to  close  the  river  crossing 
during  construction  of  the  new  bridge.  Building  a  new  bridge  immediately  upstream  of  the  existing  bridge 
would  also  impact  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Main  Line  and  would  severely  impair  the  functions  and  use  of 
the  Craig  FAS,  another  Section  4(f)  property.  Constructing  a  new  crossing  well  up  or  downstream  from  the 
current  bridge  would  cause  extraordinary  environmental  impacts  and/or  substantially  increase  engineering  and 
construction  costs  and  would  also  likely  require  crossings  of  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Main  Line.  MDT 
concluded  that  building  a  new  bridge  slightly  downstream  from  the  present  structure  was  the  only  viable 
alternative  for  the  Missouri  River  crossing  at  Craig.  The  reasons  for  making  these  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Part  III  of  the  EA. 

To  date,  MDT's  efforts  to  find  an  adopting  party/parties  for  the  Craig  Bridge  have  been  unsuccessful.  MDT  has 
committed  to  continuing  to  advertise  the  old  structure  for  adoption  until  the  new  bridge  is  completed.  However, 
this  proposed  project  will  likely  result  in  the  "use"  (i.e.:  removal  and  demolition)  of  this  historic  bridge.  MDT  will 
also  ensure  that  the  historic  bridge  is  documented  to  HABS/HAER  standards  and  that  a  marker  is  erected  in 
the  Craig  FAS  describing  the  history  and  significance  of  the  Craig  Bridge, 

The  proposed  action  meets  all  criteria  regarding  the  required  ALTERNATIVES,  FINDINGS,  and  MEASURES  TO 
MINIMIZE  HARM  which  will  be  incorporated  into  this  proposed  project.  All  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm  to 
24MA1 696  has  been  undertaken.  This  proposed  project  therefore  complies  with  the  July  5, 1 983  Programmatic 
Section  4(f)  Evaluation  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

APPROVAL 

This  document  is  submitted  pursuant  to  49  U.S.C.  303  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  16  U.S.C.  470f. 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
MISSOURI  RIVER  -  CRAIG 
LEWIS  &  CLARK  COUNTY,  MONTANA 
BR  9025(15) 
Control  No.  2795 


WHEREAS  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  proposes  to  assist  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  in  funding  the  Missouri  River  -  Craig  bridge  replacement 
project. 

WHEREAS  FHWA  has  determined  that  the  undertaking  will  have  an  effect  on  the  Missouri 
River  Bridge  (24LC129),  a  property  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  The  FHWA  has  consulted  with  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO) 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council)  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16  USC  470)  and  its  implementing  regulations,  "Protection 


WHEREAS  MDT  participated  in  the  consultation  and  have  been  invited  to  concur  in  this 
amended  Memorandum  of  Agreement; 

WHEREAS  the  MDT  has  found  a  private  individual  willing  to  adopt  one  span  of  the  Missouri 
River  Bridge  under  the  terms  of  the  MDT's  Adopt-A-Bridge  program  and  relocate  it  to  a  site 
northwest  of  the  community  of  Craig  by  December,  2004; 

WHEREAS  the  remaining  two  spans  of  the  bridge  were  offered  for  adoption  for  a  45-day  period 
beginning  January  15,  2002.  There  were  no  expressions  of  interest  in  adopting  the  spans  under 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  MDT's  Adopt-A-Bridge  program  by  the  March  1,  2002  deadline 
(Attachment); 

NOW,  THEREFORE;  FHWA  and  the  Montana  SHPO  agree  that  the  undertaking  will  be 
implemented  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  in  order  to  take  into  account  the  effect 
of  the  undertaking  on  historic  properties. 


1)  The  MDT  shall  contact  the  Historic  American  Building  Survey/Historic  American 
Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER)  to  determine  what  level  and  kind  of  recordation  is 
required  for  the  Missouri  River  Bridge  (24LC129).  Unless  otherwise  agreed  to  by 
HABS/HAER.  MDT  shall  ensure  that  all  documentation  is  completed  and  accepted  by 
HABS/HAER  prior  replacement  of  the  historic  bridge.  MDT  shall  ensure  that  copies  of 
this  documentation  are  provided  to  SHPO,  Montana  State  University,  and  the  Montana 
Historical  Society.  The  HAER  document  will  be  completed  by  June  30.  2004. 


of  Historic  Properties"  (36  CFR  800); 


Stipulations 


2) 


The  MDT  will  periodically  advertise  the  remaining  two  spans  of  the  Missouri  River 
Bridge  as  available  for  adoption  until  the  new  bridge  is  completed  in  2004  or  2005. 


BR  9025(15) 


Memorandum  of  Agreement 


Page  2 


3)  The  MDT  will  install  an  interpretive  marker  at  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife 
&  Parks'  Craig  Bridge  Fishing  Access  Site  adjacent  to  the  location  of  the  Missouri  River 
Bridge  at  Craig.  The  marker  will  describe  the  history  and  significance  of  the  bridge  to 
the  community  and  include  either  a  drawing  or  photograph  of  the  bridge  on  the  marker. 

4)  If  a  dispute  arises  regarding  the  implementation  of  this  Agreement,  FHWA  shall  consult 
with  the  objecting  party  to  resolve  the  dispute.  If  any  consulting  party  determines  that  the 
dispute  cannot  be  resolved,  FHWA  shall  request  the  further  comments  of  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  pursuant  to  the  Council's  regulations. 

EXECUTION  OF  THIS  MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT  and  implementation  of  its  terms 
evidences  that  FHWA  has  afforded  the  Council  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Missouri 
River  -  Craig  bridge  replacement  project  and  its  affects  on  historic  properties,  and  that  FHWA 
has  taken  into  account  the  effect  of  the  Undertaking  on  historic  properties. 


Concurring  Party: 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation  Date 


Attachment 


MDT's  ADOPT-A-BRIDGE  POLICY 

The  MDT  has  initiated  an  Adopt-A-Bridge  program  to  find  "new  homes  for  old  bridges" 
that  have  been  designated  for  replacement.  It  is  recognized  that  not  all  historic  bridges 
can  be  preserved  through  this  program.  Much  will  depend  on  the  proximity  of  the 
structure  to  a  suitable  alternate  site,  type,  size  and  condition  of  the  existing  bridge,  the 
structure's  ability  to  withstand  the  relocation,  and  the  new  owner's  ability  to  accept 
responsibility  and  liability  for  the  bridge.  Doubtless  many  historic  bridges  will  still  be 
demolished,  but  this  program  may  succeed  in  preserving  a  significant  number  of  them. 

The  Adopt-A-Bridge  program  consists  of  the  following: 

A)  All  truss  and  steel  girder  bridges  with  a  structural  rating  of  three  (3)  or  above  will  be 
considered  for  the  program.  The  bridge  must  be  fifty  years  old  at  the  time  of  the 
scheduled  replacement.       ;  i     .   •  ■  ' 

B)  Reinforced  concrete  and  timber  stringer  bridges  will  not  be  considered  for  this 
program  unless  they  can  be  preserved  in  place. 

C)  Evaluation  of  the  historic  bridge  for  inclusion  in  the  program  will  be  made  during  the 
preliminary  field  review  of  the  proposed  project  by  the  appropriate  District 
Administrator,  the  MDT  Bridge  Bureau,  and  the  MDT's  Environmental  Services  Unit 
historian. 

1 )  The  Bridge  Bureau's  recommendation  will  be  based  on  the  structural  condition 
of  the  bridge  and  its  suitability  for  relocation. 

2)  The  historian's  recommendation  will  be  based  on  the  bridge's  historic  and/or 
structural  significance. 

(a)  The  evaluation  will  be  based  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
.  .       Places  criteria. 

(b)  A  bridge  will  not  be  considered  for  the  program  if  the  loss  of  integrity 
has  rendered  it  ineligible  for  the  NRHP. 

3)  The  SHPO  will  be  notified  of  the  bridge's  selection  to  the  Adopt-A-Bridge 
program  and  given  thirty  (30)  days  to  comment. 

D)  The  MDT  will  prepare  and  distribute  a  brochure  that  provides  information  about  the 
Adopt-A-Bridge  program  to  the  general  public. 

1)  The  brochure  will  be  available  through  the  MDT  headquarters  and  each  of  the 
five  district  offices.  Copies  of  the  brochure  will  also  be  provided  to  the  56 
Montana  counties.  It  will  also  be  distributed  at  public  hearings  where  bridges 
eligible  for  the  program  are  discussed. 
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E)  If  deemed  suitable  to  the  program,  the  bridge  will  be  advertised  for  adoption  in  the 
local  newspapers  and  radio  public  service  announcements  (PSAs)  and  on  the  Internet  on 
the  MDT's  Web  Page. 

1)  The  historian  will  prepare  the  advertisement  and  submit  it  to  the  appropriate 
newspaper(s)  at  least  ninety  (90)  days  before  the  scheduled  ready  date  for  the 
project. 

2)  The  MDT  will  offer  potential  owners  the  demolition  cost  of  the  bridge  as  an 
incentive  to  adopt  the  historic  structure. 

(a)  If  the  bridge  is  to  be  relocated,  then  the  demolition  money  can  be 
applied  to  the  move.  - 

(b)  If  the  bridge  will  be  adopted  and  left  in-place,  then  the  money  must  be 
applied  to  the  restoration,  rehabilitation  or  insurance  liability  for  the 
historic  structure. 

3)  The  Bridge  Bureau  will  receive  the  responses  to  the  advertisements  and  PSAs. 

F)  The  Bridge  Bureau  will  contact  potential  interested  owners  of  the  historic  bridge  and 
request  they  provide  the  following  information  (in  writing):  the  proposed  location, 
intended  use  of  the  bridge  when  adopted  and  ability  to  assume  the  liability  and 
responsibility  of  the  bridge. 

1)  If  it  is  determined  that  a  potential  recipient  of  an  historic  bridge  intends  to 
demolish  it  for  its  value  as  scrap  metal,  then  he/she  will  be  removed  from  further 
consideration. 

G)  The  District  Administrator,  Bridge  Bureau,  Agency  attorney  and  the  historian  will 
select  the  new  owner  based  on  the  written  response  received  from  Part  E  above. 

H)  The  new  owner  (2nd  Party)  must  agree,  in  writing,  to  assume  the  liability  for  the 
historic  bridge  once  he/she  has  taken  possession  of  the  structure.  The  MDT  and/or 
County  will  not  be  held  liable  for  the  bridge  once  ownership  has  been  transferred  to  the 
2nd  Party. 

I)  If  the  bridge  will  be  relocated,  the  2nd  Party  must  remove  the  bridge  from  the 
construction  site  within  30  days  of  notification  by  the  Project  Manager.  The  2nd  Party 
will  be  provided  with  the  demolition  funds  for  the  move  once  the  MDT  Bridge  Bureau 
has  been  notified  by  the  Project  Manager  that  the  bridge  has  been  removed  from  the 
construction  site  and  relocated. 

1 )  The  2nd  Party  must  maintain  the  bridge  and  the  features  that  give  it  its  historic 
significance. 

2)  The  2nd  party  must  assume  all  future  legal  and  financial  responsibility  for  the 
bridge,  which  may  include  an  agreement  to  the  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation  harmless  in  any  liability  action. 
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3)  The  2nd  Party  will  permit  access  to  the  relocated  bridge  by  the  MDT  historian 
for  up  to  five  years  for  follow-up  documentation  purposes. 

4)  The  MDT  will  notify  the  2nd  Party  of  any  inspection  of  the  bridge  ten  working 
days  before  the  visit. 

J)  If  the  bridge  is  left  in  place,  the  2nd  Party  will  be  provided  the  demolition  funds  for 
the  property  transferral  once  documentation  has  been  received  by  the  District 
Administrator,  Bridge  Bureau  and  historian  detailing  plans  for  restoration  or 
rehabilitation  and  the  agreement  has  been  executed. 

K)  The  2nd  Party  will  be  responsible  for  securing  all  necessary  permits  and  easements 
from  the  appropriate  federal  and  state  agencies  (i.e.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Montana 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation,  etc.). 

L)  No  demolition  funds  will  be  provided  to  the  second  party  until  they  have  assumed  the 
liability  and  responsibilit}'  for  the  bridge. 

M)  The  MDT  historian  will  conduct  HAER-level  documentation  of  the  bridge  prior  to  its 
adoption. 

N)  The  MDT  will  be  responsible  for  removing  the  abutments  and  piers  and  the  clean-up 
of  the  old  bridge  site  (if  necessary). 

1)  If  the  abutments  are  determined  structurally  significant,  they  will  be  left  in 
place. 

(a)  The  MDT  will  make  that  determination  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

O)  The  historian  will  prepare  a  biennial  report  detailing  the  progress  of  the  Adopt-A- 
Bridge  program.  The  report  will  be  submitted  to  FHWA,  ACHP  and  SHPO  and  the 
Montana  Transportation  Commission.  The  report  should  include: 

1)  Number  and  type  of  bridges  impacted  by  the  program. 

2)  Current  use  of  the  historic  bridges  relocated  or  left  in  place. 

3)  Benefits  and  problems  of  the  program. 

4)  Before  and  after  photographs 

5)  Assessment  of  the  program's  value. 

P)  If  the  Adopt-A-Bridge  program  is  proven  to  be  ineffective  in  its  purpose  to  preserve 
historic  bridges  under  public  or  private  ownership  when  left  in  place  or  at  alternate 
locations,  then  it  will  be  revised  through  consultation  between  the  FHWA,  ACHP  and 
SHPO. 

Criteria  for  Selection  of  New  Owner:  Adopt-A-Bridge  Program 

The  intent  of  the  Adopt-A-Bridge  program  is  to  maintain  the  historic  integrity  of  the 
existing  bridge  to  the  greatest  extent  possible.  Greater  consideration  will  be  given  to 
leaving  the  structure  in  place  and  for  providing  the  highest  use  for  the  largest  population 
possible. 


The  selection  criteria  noted  below  (in  descending  order  of  preference)  will  be  used  as  a 
guide  in  the  event  two  or  more  entities  express  an  interest  in  the  bridge. 

I.  Leave  in  place 

a.  Adoption  by  government  agency 

b.  Adoption  by  an  established  civic  group 

c.  Adoption  by  a  non-incorporated  group. 

d.  Adoption  by  an  individual 

II.  Move  to  a  New  Location  ,  r 

a.  Adoption  by  a  government  agency 

b.  Adoption  by  an  established  civic  group  ' 

c.  Adoption  by  a  non-corporated  group 

d.  Adoption  by  an  individual 

If  there  is  no  obvious  choice  for  a  new  owner  by  using  these  guides,  the  new  owner  will 
be  selected  by  lot. 

The  new  owner  will  be  required  to  sign  an  agreement  holding  the  State,  county  and/or 
city  harmless  for  any  structural  problems  or  lead  paint  associated  with  the  bridge.  This 
agreement  will  contain  the  conditions  by  which  the  new  owner  will  agree  to  be  a 
"responsible  party"  and  agree  to  maintain  the  historic  integrity  of  the  structure. 

Under  criteria  I  (b,  c  or  d),  the  new  owners  will  be  required  to  provide  a  bond  in  an 
amount  to  be  determined  by  the  State  to  cover  the  cost  of  future  demolition  of  the 
structure.  The  bond  will  be  used  in  the  event  the  new  owner  defaults  on  his/her 
commitment  for  care  and  maintenance  of  the  bridge. 

Applicants  will  be  required  to  submit  the  following  information  in  WTiting: 

1)  New  owner  of  the  structure 

2)  What  will  be  the  intended  use  of  the  bridge?  ,  .  , 

3)  Who  will  use  the  bridge? 

4)  Where  will  the  bridge  be  located?  '  ' 

5)  If  moved  to  a  new  site,  how  will  this  be  accomplished? 

The  new  owner  will  receive  the  "estimated  cost"  of  removal  to  relocate/rehab  the  bridge 
unless  the  project  goes  to  bid  in  which  case  the  "bid  amount"  for  the  low  bidder  will  be 
used. 

This  policy  will  also  be  used  for  bridges  that  are  selected  for  adoption  but  are  not  on  or 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  those  cases  the 
agreement  may  or  may  not  require  maintaining  the  historic  integrity  of  the  structure.  The 
amount  available  to  relocate/rehab  the  structure  will  be  80%  of  the  estimated  (or  bid) 
amount  to  remove  the  structure. 
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Sample  Agreement  for  the  Adopt-A-Bridge  Program. 
AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS,  County  and  the  State  of  Montana,  through  the  Montana 

Department  of  Transportation  (collectively  hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Owners"),  are  in 
the  process  of  proposing  a  new  bridge  at  or  near  the  location  of  the  current 
Bridge,  (hereinafter  "Bridge")  over  the  River;  and 

WHEREAS,  Owners  are  considering  the  possibility  that  the  current  bridge  will  be 
either  abandoned  or  dismantled  as  a  result  of  the  building  of  a  new  bridge;  and 

WHEREAS,  23  U.S.C.  ?  144(o)(4),  states  in  part,  "Any  State  which  proposes  to 
demolish  a  historic  bridge  for  a  replacement  project  with  funds  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  section  shall  first  make  the  bridge  available  for  donation  to  a  State,  locality,  or 
responsible  private  entity  if  such  State,  locality,  or  responsible  entity  enters  into  an 
agreement  to- 

(A)  maintain  the  bridge  and  the  features  that  give  it  its  historic  significance;  and 

(B)  assume  all  future  legal  and  financial  responsibility  for  the  bridge,  which  may 
include  an  agreement  to  hold  the  State  highway  agency  harmless  in  any  liability  action." 

WHEREAS,  in  consideration  of  the  estimated  cost  of  demolition  of  the  Bridge, 

the  

has  agreed  to  hold  Owners  harmless  in  any  liability  action,  and  to  assume  all  future 
liability  associated  with  the  Bridge  regardless  of  whether  it  is  to  remain  in  place  or  to  be 
removed.  Therefore,  the  parties  agree  as  follows: 

This  agreement  is  entered  into  this  day  of  .  19_,  between 

Owners  and  . 

The  purpose  of  this  agreement  is  to  provide  for  indemnification  and  hold  harmless 
provisions  Owner  will  transfer  ownership  of  the  bridge  and  the  expected  cost  of 

demolition  to  .  The  expected  cost  of  demolition  is  $  . 

This  amount  is  to  be  used  solely  for  restoration  in  place,  or  movement,  placement  and 

restoration  in  new  location,  of  the  Bridge.  Further,  agree  to 

accept  ownership  of  the  Bridge  and  maintain  the  Bridge  and  the  features  that  give  it  its 
historic  significance. 

 ,  its  directors,  supervisors,  agents  and  employees,  covenants 

not  to  sue  and  agrees  to  indemnify  the  Owners,  its  agents  and  employees,  and  save  each 
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of  them  harmless  from  itself  and  any  third  parties  for  personal  injuries,  property  damage, 
loss  of  life  or  property,  civil  penalties,  or  criminal  fines  resulting  from  or  in  any  way 
connected  with  ownership  and  activities  on  the  Bridge  or  the  Owners'  actions  or  non- 
actions taken  after  the  signing  of  this  agreement. 

Further,  agrees  to  protect,  defend,  and  save  the  Owners  harmless 

from  and  against  all  claims,  demands,  and  causes  of  action  of  any  kind  or  character, 

including  defense  costs,  arising  in  favor  of  the  's  employees  or  third  parties, 

on  account  of  bodily  or  personal  injuries,  death,  or  damage  to  property  arising  out  of 
services  performed  or  omissions  of  the 

 and/or  its  employees,  subcontractors,  or  representatives 

and  the  state  under  this  agreement. 

Further,  ,  its  directors  supervisors,  agents  and  employees, 

covenant  not  to  sue  and  indemnifies  the  Owners,  their  agents  and  employees  from  any 
and  all  third  party  claims  and  liability  arising  or  related  to  all  common  law  claims,  civil 
and  criminal  statutory  and  regulatory  claims,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  any  and  all 
claims  arising  from  or  in  any  way  related  to  the  Comprehensive  Environmental 
Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  of  1980,  as  amended,  42  U.S.C.?  6901,  et 
seq.,  the  Clean  Water  Act,  as  amended,  33  U.S.C.  ?  1251,  et  seq.,  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as 
amended,  42  U.S.C.  ?  741  et  seq..  the  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act,  as  amended,  42  U.S.C. 
?  6901,  et  seq.,  including  civil  and  criminal  penalties  assessed  by  any  federal,  state, 
regional  or  local  government  entity  or  court  for  actions  or  non-actions  by  Owners,  or 
,  in  any  manner  relating  to  or  arising  from  ownership  or  activities  upon  this  Bridge. 

 further  agrees  that  any  funds  that  they  receive  pursuant  to 

this  agreement  will  be  used  for  either  the  restoration  of  the  Bridge  or  its  proper  removal 
to  another  location.  In  either  event,  the  Bridge  must  maintain  it  historic  character. 

 must  provide  and  maintain,  at  its  cost  and  expense, 

insurance  against  claims  for  injuries  to  persons  or  damages  to  property  including 
contractual  liability  which  may  arise  from  or  in  connection  with  the  performance  of  work 

performed  by  the  ,  its  agents,  representatives,  officers,  assigns  or 

employees. 

 in  completing  its  obligations  under  this  agreement  shall  at 

all  times  observe  and  comply  with  all  existing  laws,  ordinances,  and  regulations,  and 
other  agencies  of  government  and  save  them  harmless  from  all  claims  and  liabilities  due 
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to  negligent  acts  of  its  subcontractors,  agents  or  employees  during  the  performance  of  the 
work  called  for  under  this  agreement. 

This  agreement  contains  the  entire  agreement  between  the  parties  and  no 
statements,  promises,  or  inducements  made  by  either  party  which  are  not  contained  in 
this  written  agreement  shall  be  binding  or  valid. 

DATED  this  day  of  ,  1 99_. 

MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

By 

  COUNTY  OF 


By 


By 


BR  9025  (15);  Control  No.  2795 
Missouri  River-Craig 


Summary  of  Final  Coordination 


ATTACHMENT  8:    Revised  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 

Form  for  the  Craig  Bridge  FAS 


MONTANA  DIVISION 
"NATIONWIDE"  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION 
FOR  MINOR  USAGE  OF 
PUBLIC  PARKS,  RECREATION  LANDS,  AND  WILDLIFE  AND 

WATERFOWL  REFUGES 

Project  #  BR  9025  (15).  (P. M.S.  C#  2795)  Date:  April  15.  2002 

Project  Name:  Missouri  River  -  Craig  Location:  Craig  Fishing  Access  Site  (FAS) 

Lewis  and  Clark  County.  Montana 

The  Craig  FAS  sits  on  a  1.014  ha  (2.51  acre)  parcel  of  State  of  Montana  land  located  immediately  south 
of  the  county  road  (Bridge  Street)  and  adjacent  Missouri  River.  The  Craig  FAS  provides  public  access 
to  the  river  and  offers  a  location  for  extended  camping.  This  proposed  project  would  require  the 
reconstruction  of  the  county  road  adjacent  to  the  FAS  that  serves  as  the  west  approach  to  the  river 
crossing.  MDT's  preliminary  design  plans  show  that  the  right-of-way  for  the  west  approach  to  the 
proposed  bridge  would  encroach  on  0.054  ha  (0.13  acres)  of  the  FAS  property.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  would  revise  the  existing  approach  to  the  FAS  by  modifying  its  connection  to  the  county 
road.  A  map  showing  the  location  of  the  FAS,  a  site  photo  and  an  exhibit  showing  the  impacted  area 
of  the  fishing  access  site  are  attached. 

NOTE:     Any  response  in  a  box  requires  additional  information.  Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  criteria. 

YES  NO 

1 .  Is  the  4(f)  site  adjacent  to  the  existing  highway?  ^  L_] 

2.  Does  the  amount  and  location  of  the  proposed  impact  area  impair   

the  use  of  the  remaining  Section  4(f)  land  for  its  intended  purpose?  LJ  _X 

3.  Does  the  proposed  project  require  more  than  a  minor  amount*   

of  the  Section  4(f)  site  for  Right-of-Way?  This  proposed  project  would  affect  LJ 
about  5%  of  the  total  area  of  the  Craig  FAS. 

4.  Are  there  any  proximity  impacts  which  would  impair  the  use  of  the  4(f)   

lands  for  their  intended  purpose  (defined  as  "constructive  use")?  LJ 
Some  minor,  temporary  adverse  effects  could  occur  during  construction. 

* 

5.  Have  the  officials  with  jurisdiction  over  the  property  agreed  in  writing   

with  the  assessment  of  impacts  and  the  proposed  mitigation?  J<_  [_] 

MDFWP's  concurrence  was  received  on  12-19-01. 

6.  Have  Federal  funds  —  such  as  the  National  Land  &  Water  Conservation 

Fund  -  Section  6(f)  —  been  used  for  the  acquisition  of,  or  improvements   

to  the  4(f)  site?  Section  6(f)  funds  were  not  used  to  acquire/develop  the  FAS.       [  ]     .  _K 

If  yes  —  has  the  land  conversion/transfer  been  coordinated  with  the   

appropriate  Federal  agency,  Not  Applicable 

and  are  they  in  agreement  Not  Applicable 

7.  Is  the  proposed  action  under  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ELS.)?  LJ  _X 

8.  Is  the  proposed  project  on  a  new  location?  Minor  alignment  changes  to  the  LJ 
county  road  (west  approach  to  the  bridge)  would  occur  adjacent  to  the  FAS. 

9.  The  Scope-of-Work  for  the  proposed  project  is  one  of  the  following:  .    X  [J 

a)  Improved  traffic  operation; 

b)  Safety  improvements; 

c)  3R; 

d)  Bridge  replacement  on  essentially  the  same  alignment;  or 

e)  Addition  of  lanes. 

*NOTE:       MDT's  guidelines  for  "minor  amounts"  of  Rigfit-of-Way  (including  Construction  Permits)  are  limited  to  either  10%  of  a  parcel 
under  10  hectares  (25  acres),  or  1%  of  a  parcel  equal  to  or  greater  than  10  hectares  (25  acres)  in  size. 


Craig  Fishing  Access  Site  (FAS) 


ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

NOTE:  Any  response  in  a  box  requires  additional  information.  Consult  the  "Nationwide"  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  criteria. 

YES  NO 

1.  The  "do-nothing"  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated,  and  is  not   

considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent.  X  [_] 

This  alternative  would  not  improve  the  existing  bridge  that  MDT  considers  to 

be  structurally  deficient  and  functionally  obsolete. 

2.  An  ALTERNATIVE  has  been  evaluated  which  improves  the  highway  without   

any  4(f)  impacts,  and  is  also  not  considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent.  X  [_] 

Rehabilitating  the  Craig  Bridge  was  eliminated  from  consideration  since 

the  rehabilitated  structure  would  not  meet  provide  a  facility  capable  of 
accommodating  two-way  travel  or  eliminate  geometric  deficiencies  at  the 
crossing.  Lewis  and  Clark  County  has  requested  that  this  bridge  be  replaced 
rather  than  rehabilitated.  The  County  believes  that  continued  maintenance  costs 
in  the  future  and  the  high  traffic  demand  at  Craig  warrants  a  new  bridge. 

Reconstructing  the  bridge  on  the  existing  alignment  was  examined  by  MDT 
but  eliminated  from  consideration  because  this  alternative  would  require  that 
the  existing  historic  bridge,  a  NRHP-eligible  site,  be  removed. 

3.  An  ALTERNATIVE  on  a  new  location  avoiding  the  4(f)  site  has  been   

evaluated,  and  is  riot  considered  to  be  feasible  and  prudent.  The  location  of  _X_  [_] 

this  project  was  established  by  the  continuous  use  of  the  existing  river 

crossing  since  the  early  1900s.  This  crossing  location  is  important  to  the 
residents  and  businesses  in  Craig.  Building  a  river  crossing  far  enough  up  or 
downstream  to  avoid  the  FAS  would  still  impact  the  Great  Northern  Railway 
Main  Line,  another  Section  4(f)  property  in  Craig. 

Descriptions  of  ALTERNATIVES  2.  and  3.  are  attached.  See  Part  III  of  '  L_] 

the  attached  Environmental  Assessment. 

MINIMIZATION  OF  HARM 

1 .  The  proposed  project  includes  all  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm.  X  [_] 

2.  Measures  to  minimize  harm  include  the  following: 

a)  Replacement  of  the  lands  used  with  lands  of  reasonably  equivalent  f 

usefulness  and  location,  and  of  at  least  comparable  value.  '    X 

b)  Replacement  of  facilities  impacted  including  sidewalks, 

paths,  benches,  lights,  trees,  and  other  facilities.  X   

MDT  would  reconstruct  the  county  road  approach  to  the  FAS  and 
would  replace  any  perimeter  fencing  and  signing  for  the  fishing  access 
site  impacted  by  the  proposed  project. 

c)  Restoration/landscaping  of  disturbed  areas.  X   

MDT  would  promptly  revegetate  disturbed  areas  in  or  adjacent  to  the  FAS. 

d)  Special  design  features.    X 


e)   Payment  of,  or  improvements  to  the  remaining  4(f)  lands  equal  in  cost 

to  fair  market  value.  X 


f)    Other  measures.    _X_ 

COORDINATION 


1 .  The  proposed  project  has  been  coordinated  with  the  Federal,  state,   

and/or  local  officials  having  jurisdiction  over  the  4(f)  lands.  L] 
Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks  correspondence 
dated  7-10-2000 

MDFWP  concurrence  wi!lTilf(f)  ivalHuatjWorns^^ 
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Craig  Fishing  Access  Site  (FAS) 


COORDINATION  (continued) 


YES  NO 

2)  In  the  case  of  non-federal  4(f)  lands,  the  official  with  jurisdiction  has   

been  asked  to  identify  any  Federal  encumbrances  —  and  none  exist.  X  [  ] 

MDFWP  letter  dated  7-10-2000 

3)  Coordination  with  the  U.S.  Army  -  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been   

completed,  or  a  Section  404  Permit  (if  applicable)  is  pending.  A  Section  X  [_] 
404  permit  would  be  applied  for  when  final  design  plans  for  the  new 

bridge  and  its  approaches  are  completed. 

SUMMARY 


The  proposed  action  is  preferred  because  the  No  Build  Alternative  does  not  satisfy  the  specified  purpose  and 
need  for  improvements  at  the  river  crossing.  The  present  bridge  is  nearly  a  century  old  and  has  a  Sufficiency 
Rating  of  29.6  (see  Part  II  in  the  EA).  MDT  considers  this  bridge  to  be  structurally  deficient  and  functionally 
obsolete  based  on  detailed  evaluations  of  the  structure's  condition.  The  No  Build  Alternative  does  not  meet  the 
traveling  public's  needs  because  it  does  not  address  deficient  structural  conditions  and  the  limited  vertical 
clearance  associated  with  the  existing  bridge,  fails  to  meet  MDT's  optimal  width  for  two-lane  roadways,  and 
would  not  improve  an  alignment  which  restricts  driver  visibility  at  the  river  crossing.  , , 

Rehabilitating  the  Craig  Bridge  would  not  provide  a  facility  capable  of  accommodating  two-way  travel  or 
eliminate  geometric  deficiencies  (one-way  travel,  height  restrictions,  sight  distance  problems)  at  the  crossing. 
Rehabilitation  is  also  not  an  action  endorsed  by  the  Lewis  and  Clark  County,  the  owners  of  the  bridge. 

Building  a  new  bridge  slightly  downstream  from  the  present  structure  was  the  only  viable  alternative  identified 
by  MDT  for  the  Missouri  River  crossing  at  Craig.  Constructing  a  bridge  on  the  existing  alignment  would  require 
the  closure  of  the  existing  bridge  causing  adverse  economic  effects  on  the  community  of  Craig  and  this 
alternative  would  require  the  removal  of  the  historic  bridge.  Building  a  new  bridge  immediately  upstream  of  the 
existing  bridge  would  result  in  substantial  adverse  effects  to  the  Craig  FAS  and  could  severely  impair  the 
functions  and  use  of  this  recreation  site.  Constructing  a  new  crossing  well  up  or  downstream  from  the  current 
bridge  would  cause  extraordinary  environmental  impacts  and/or  substantially  increase  engineering  and 
construction  costs.  The  reasons  for  making  these  conclusions  are  provided  in  Part  III  of  the  EA.  Therefore,  no 
feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  exist  to  avoid  the  minor  "use"  of  land  from  the  Craig  FAS. 

Part  III  of  the  attached  Environmental  Assessment  describes  the  alternatives  considered  by  MDT  and  the 
analysis  used  to  identify  a  preferred  alternative  for  this  proposed  bridge  project. 

The  proposed  action  meets  all  criteria  regarding  the  required  Alternatives,  Coordination,  and  Measures  to 
Minimize  Harm.  All  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm  to  the  Craig  FAS  has  been  undertaken  and  will  be 
incorporated  in  this  proposed  project.  This  proposed  project  therefore  complies  with  the  December  23,  1986 
Final  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's  Federal  Highway 
Administration. 

APPROVAL 

This  document  is  submitted  pursuant  to  49  U.S.C.  303  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  16  U.S.C.  470f. 
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The  proposed  construction  of  a  new  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  at  Craig  would  impact  land 
at  MDFWP's  Craig  Fishing  Access  Site  (FAS)  and  may  cause  minor,  temporary  adverse  effects  to 
those  using  the  facility.  This  past  fall,  you  and  others  at  MDFWP  in  Helena  received  an 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  that  included  a  Nationwide  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  documenting 
the  proposed  project's  effects  to  the  Craig  FAS.  In  short,  our  evaluation  shows  that  this  proposed 
project  would  cause  several  short-term  adverse  effects  during  construction  of  the  new  bridge  but  ,^ 
no  long-term  significant  impacts  to  this  public  recreation  site.  . 

The  FAS  has  been  developed  on  2.51  acres  (1.014  hectares)  situated  immediately  southwest  of 
the  existing  bridge  and  adjacent  to  Bridge  Street  in  Craig.  MDT's  preliminary  road  design  plans 
show  that  the  right-of-way  for  the  west  approach  to  the  proposed  bridge  would  encroach  on  0.13 
acres  (0.054  hectares)  of  the  Craig  FAS  property.  A  sheet  from  MDT's  preliminary  Right-of-Way 
plans  is  attached  showing  the  area  of  the  FAS  that  would  be  affected.  This  encroachment  would 
occur  due  to  the  need  to  modify  the  horizontal  and  vertical  alignments  and  place  road  fill  on  the 
west  approach  to  the  new  bridge.  The  proposed  project  would  require  a  slight  modification  to  the 
existing  approach  to  the  FAS  from  Bridge  Street.  The  grade  of  the  approach  to  the  FAS  would 
also  have  to  be  adjusted  to  match  the  elevation  of  the  new  west  approach  to  the  proposed  bridge. 
Construction  of  the  v^est  approach  to  the  new  bridge  may  temporary  disrupt  traffic  entering  or 
leaving  the  FAS.  , 


The  proposed  bridge  project  may  result  in  temporary  obstruction  to  floaters  putting  in  at  the  Craig 
FAS  due  to  the  likely  need  for  a  work  bridge  to  be  placed  between  the  existing  and  new  structure. 
The  noise  associated  with  bridge  construction  activities  may  also  cause  short-term  adverse 
impacts  on  those  camping  at  the  FAS  or  to  other  users  of  the  facility. 

In  response  to  these  impacts  to  the  Craig  FAS  and  its  users,  MDT  proposes  to  implement  the 
measures  identified  below: 

n        MDT  will  reconstruct  the  county  road  approach  to  the  FAS  and  will  replace  any 
perimeter  fencing  and  signing  for  the  FAS  impacted  by  the  proposed  project. 

n        MDT  will  promptly  revegetate  disturbed  areas  in  or  adjacent  to  the  FAS. 

n        MDT  will  coordinate  with  the  MDFWP  to  determine  the  need  for  installing 
temporary  signs  at  upstream  put-in  locations  for  floaters  to  provide  advance 
notice  of  the  potential  hazards  to  floating  in  the  work  zone  at  Craig. 
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n         MDT  will  consult  with  MDFWP  to  determine  if  the  hours  of  construction  activity 
for  the  new  bridge  should  be  restricted  due  to  the  presence  of  campsites  at  the 
Craig  FAS. 

If  you  concur  with  our  conclusions  about  the  potential  effects  to  the  Craig  FAS  and  its  users  and 
this  minor  use  of  land  from  the  site,  please  sign  on  the  appropriate  line  below.  If  you  do  not  agree 
or  believe  other  measures  should  be  implemented  as  mitigation,  please  provide  us  with  a  written 
response  outlining  your  reasoning  so  we  can  further  coordinate  this  project  and  its  potential 
effects  with  you.  We  plan  to  complete  our  EA  for  this  project  during  January  2002.  We  would 
appreciate  your  prompt  response  so  this  concurrence  letter  can  be  included  with  our  EA  and 
Section  4(f)  Evaluation. 

If  you  need  additional  information  concerning  the  proposed  project,  please  contact  David  C. 
Larson  at  444-7648.  Thank-you  for  your  continued  cooperation  and  assistance  on  this  project. 


Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 
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Joseph  P.  Kolman,  P.E.  -  Bridge  Engineer 
John  Horton  -  Right-of-Way  Bureau  Chief 
David  W.  Jensen,  -  Supervisor,  Fiscal  Programming  Section 
George  E.  Periman  -  Acting  Supervisor,  Contract  Plans  Section 
Stan  Sternberg  -  Acting  Manager,  Environmental  Services 
Mark  Lambrecht  -  Robert  Peccia  &  Associates 
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